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ABSTRACT

Mission Adrift: The Impact Of Managerialism On Graduate Social Work Education
by
Carolyn Hanesworth
Advisor: Mimi Abramovitz
Neoliberal policies have led to the installation of managerialism, or the application of
business practices and principles in institutions of higher education. Although much is known
about the impact of managerialism on faculty in the overall academy, very little is known about
its impact in specific disciplines, particularly in the United States. Using semi-structured
interviews, this dissertation investigates how social work faculty experience and negotiate
managerialism in the traditional pillars of teaching, service, and scholarship.
This study found that managerialism leads universities to place new and increased
demands for productivity, efficiency, and accountability on social work faculty. Respondents
report major changes. Tenure track faculty are required to teach less, so they have more time for
more highly valued research. They experience pressure to reshape, and often narrow, their
research agenda to secure funding and produce high impact scholarship. Increasingly centralized
university administrations make more decisions, which serves to diminish the role of faculty in
governance. Managerialist pressures fall especially hard on faculty of color, who often take on
additional responsibilities to support students of color and initiatives for diversity and inclusion.
The pressure for greater productivity, efficiency, and accountability gives rise to a
standardization of work that deemphasizes social justice and contributes to mission drift. Faculty

v
respond to these shifts in a variety of ways, including adjusting to meet the demands or
strategically choosing positions in schools with less pressure.
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CHAPTER I: PROBLEM FORMULATION, THEORY, AND OVERVIEW
Neoliberal practices and ideology have transformed and now dominate economic models
worldwide (Harvey, 2007). Implemented in the context of austerity, neoliberalism reshaped
many sectors of public and private life, including higher education (Giroux, 2002, 2004, 2014;
Harvey, 2007; Saad-Filho & Johnston, 2005). Neoliberalism contends that the allocation of
resources in society is best achieved through the workings of a free, unregulated market
(Abramovitz, 2012; Harvey, 2007; Kotz, 2009). This revival of laissez-faire doctrine promotes
the market values of individualism, competition, and self-interest in culture and institutions
(Giroux, 2014; Harvey 2007). Just as the Keynesian model and the New Deal programs
represented a response to the economic crisis of the 1930s, the rise of neoliberalism represents a
response to the economic crisis that emerged in the United States (US) and around the world in
the mid-1970s (Abramovitz, 2012; Kotz, 2009; Saad-Filho & Johnston, 2005). During the postWorld War II years and driven by the Keynesian model, public policy sought to redistribute
income downwards and expand the role of the state. By contrast, neoliberalism seeks to
redistribute income upwards and downsize the state. To this end, it prioritizes tax cuts (mostly
for wealthy households and corporations), budget cuts (mostly in education and welfare state
programs), devolution (shifting responsibility for human welfare from the federal government to
the states), and privatization (shifting responsibility for human welfare from the public to the
private sector) (Abramovitz, 2014; Harvey, 2007; Giroux, 2002, 2004, 2014).
Managerialism and Neoliberalism
Privatization represents a top neoliberal strategy. This research defines managerialism as
the operationalization of neoliberal privatization within public and not-profit organizations and
more specifically, the importation of business practices and principles into higher education
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(Abramovitz & Zelnick, 2015; Harlow et al., 2013). It examines how social work faculty
experience, understand, respond to, and negotiate the impact of managerialism on their
teaching, scholarship, and service to the university.
Neoliberalism in Higher Education
Fabricant and Brier (2016), Hyatt et al. (2015), and Schrecker (2010) observe that
neoliberalism has restructured higher education. They suggest that instead of treating higher
education as a public good with intrinsic value, neoliberalism has resulted in the
commodification of knowledge (i.e. the educational “product”) and something students choose to
purchase for their own personal gain (Saunders, 2007). Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) refer to
the overall impact of neoliberalism on higher education as academic capitalism, which refers to
the participation of colleges and universities in the marketing and selling of knowledge
(research), services, and goods on the private market.
In response to neoliberalism, privatization, and managerialism, universities have adopted
business principles, practices and methods reflected in increasing demands for productivity,
efficiency, accountability, and standardization (Deem, 2017; Giroux, 2002; Jarvis, 2014; Lynch,
2015; Schrecker, 2010; Shepard, 2017; Teelken, 2012). These strategies have altered the three
basic faculty functions of teaching (Goldingay et al., 2017; Lawrence, 2015), research (Douglas,
2013), and service (Davies & Thomas, 2002). Existing studies examine the general academic
workforce, however few address the impact on faculty in specific disciplines. Those that do
focus on faculty outside of the US. This study aims to explore the experiences of American
social work faculty as they negotiate teaching, scholarship, and service in the context of
managerialism.
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Managerialism Defined
Managerialism has its origins in New Public Management (NPM), which emerged in the
late 1970s and early 1980s in the public sector in the United Kingdom and the US. Figure 1
(Greuning, 2001, p.2) describes the basic characteristics of NPM as observed by most academics.
Figure 1
Characteristics of New Public Management in Higher Education
______________________________________________________________________________
Budget cuts
Contracting out
Vouchers
Freedom to manage (flexibility)
Accountability for performance
Improved accounting
Performance auditing
Personnel management
Privatization
User charges
Customers
Separation of politics and administration
Decentralization
Improved financial management
Strategic planning and management
More use of information technology
Changed management
____________________________________________________________________________
Adapted from: Origin and Theoretical Basis of New Public Management, by Gruening, G., 2001,
International Public Management Journal, 4, p. 1-25.
In their study of human service agencies, Abramovitz and Zelnick (2015) conceptualize
managerialism as one of three stages of the key neoliberal strategy, privatization. The three
stages are marketization, managerialism, and financialization. Marketization refers to the use of
public dollars to support consumption in the private sector, including the use of cash benefits,
food stamps, and rent subsidies. In the context of higher education, marketization is manifest in
tuition subsidies such as federal work-study and Pell grants that subsidize a college education
purchased by individuals at private or public institutions.
As noted above, managerialism (the second stage of privatization) represents the
application of the business model in public and non-profit private sector organizations.
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Abramovitz and Zelnick (2018), Baines (2008) and Tsui and Cheung (2004) document its key
components in the human services as an emphasis on productivity, accountability, and efficiency
and the use of performance measures that routinize and standardize service provision. Dent and
Barry (2004) describe a similar shift to managerialism in universities marked by more hands-on
management, the use of performance indicators, and an increase in discipline and surveillance.
Financialization, the third state of privatization, refers to the converting of social welfare
and education programs into investment opportunism (Abramovitz & Zelnick, 2015).
Financialization in higher education is apparent in the rise of for-profit schools and more recently
in the development of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOC), which are funded by venture
capitalists looking to profit from commercializing and expanding online education (Peters,
2013).
The Rise of Managerialism in Higher Education
Although no single event heralded the emergence of managerialism in higher education,
political trends started to favor this shift in the 1960s. As part of the effort to shrink “big
government,” the federal government began to privatize the cost of education, shifting it from the
public sector to private individuals and households. In 1966, Ronald Reagan moved to dismantle
the Higher Education Act, which provided federal funding in the form of Pell Grants for lowincome students as part of his political assault on the University of California at Berkeley.
(Mumper et al., 2011). Reagan also promoted privatization of higher education and discredited
social movements (Schrecker, 2010). Reagan portrayed the Berkeley students active in the antiwar and free speech protests as pro-communist political dissidents; “spoiled” and “undeserving”
of state funded education. Once in office, Reagan called for the public de-funding of state
universities on the premise that states should not fund intellectualism (Clabaugh, 2004).
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Managerialism emerged more earnestly in higher education in the early 1970s. Prior to
this shift, universities typically received direct aid and students competed for acceptance. In
1972, President Nixon initiated and passed legislation that changed the recipient of aid from the
institution to the individual student. He promoted his policy in neoliberal terms, suggesting that
market competition for students would allow for greater freedom of choice (Schrecker, 2010;
Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Today, both public and private universities compete for students and
tuition, creating what Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) define as the “student-consumer.” Slaughter
and Rhoades (2004) further conclude that the neoliberal shift fundamentally changed the way
institutions draw revenue. They, along with Giroux (2014) and Saunders (2010), argue that
neoliberalism placed academic administrations in positions akin to corporations undergoing
revenue loss and restructuring. In response, universities, like corporations, installed
managerialism as a strategy to cut costs, increase revenue, productivity, and attract new
customers. In this context, managerialism fulfilled the neoliberal mandate that government
should limit direct support to public institutions and provide only a framework to allow for the
full play of the free market.
Neoliberalism is increasingly fueled by austerity. State funding for higher education fell
by 28% (on average) between 2008 and 2017 (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2018).
The education portion of federal non-defense discretionary spending (NDD) fell from 6.28% to
2% between 2015 and 2018 (CBPP, 2018). Tax code changes also played a role. The 2018
federal tax reform bill (Public law 115-197, 2018) eliminated the deduction for higher education
endowments and non-profit charitable giving, thus threatening a key source of revenue.
To address lost funding, educational institutions shifted costs to students and raised
tuition by 35% over the same period (2015-2018) (CBPP, 2018). Giroux (2014) reports that
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educational institutions also turned to online programs, increased their faculty workloads and are
relying more on low-paid, non-tenured, part time, or contingent faculty for instruction. The latter
now represent 70% of all university teachers (American Association of University Professors,
2018; Schrecker, 2010).
Managerialism and Faculty
Existing literature on the broader faculty workforce suggests that managerialism may
present both opportunities and challenges for faculty. Proponents of managerialism point to new
opportunities. For example, Fuelner (2017) suggests that competition invites the development of
for profit institutions, which expand choice and “intellectual diversity” among students (n.p.).
Since one of the goals of managerialism is to transfer power from the front line to the central
administration (Schrecker, 2010), faculty seeking administrative positions may find increased
opportunities. Armstrong (2016) reasoned that schools have a three-part mission of teaching,
research, and the social growth of students, and that the administration of these areas naturally
requires three different business models. He further proposed that faculty should focus on only
one of these mission areas, instead of all simultaneously, which may be welcomed by some
faculty.
Critics observe that managerialism has led to increased tuition (Fabricant & Brier, 2016),
a reduction in resources and protections for faculty (Giroux, 2014; Teelken, 2012) and emphasis
on research for the purposes of fundraising and meeting market pressures (Brownlee, 2015;
Schrecker, 2010). A growing body of research suggests that managerialism has diminished the
power of faculty over curriculum, pedagogy and scholarship (Apple, 2006; Brownlee, 2015;
Giroux, 2014; Schrecker, 2010). Giroux, Karmis, and Rouillard (2015) describe managerialism
in higher education as weakening faculty governance and centralizing decision making in
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administrations preoccupied with growth, rankings, and “best practices” (Ginsburg, 2011, p.12).
The social work literature is mainly critical of managerialism (By et al. 2017; Macdonald &
Nixon, 2016; Reisch, 2016; Webhi & Turcotte, 2007). Scholars argue that social work’s social
justice mission is at odds with a managerial environment driven by market trends (Mackinnon,
2009; Reisch, 2013).
Managerialism and Social Work Faculty
Existing data on labor force trends suggests that managerialism’s market-driven approach
may be both problematic and beneficial for social work educators. The emergence of new
academic programs in response to market demand can open more job opportunities for doctoral
level social work faculty. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) predicts that between 2018 and
2028, the occupation of social work professor in higher education is expected to grow by 8% to
meet the demand for training new workers, although the outlook clarifies that jobs will be filled
with “…part time rather than full time teachers. There will be a limited number of full time
tenure track positions and competition is expected to be high” (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018a,
n.p.). The areas with highest demand for social work practitioners include healthcare (17%
increase), mental health and substance abuse (18%), and child, family, and school social work
(7%) (BLS, 2018b). Social work faculty with expertise in these areas may benefit from grant
funding and expanding job opportunities in schools seeking to create niche programs for these
markets. Some contend that market trends favoring evidence-based interventions create
opportunities for social work scholars to further legitimize the profession and advance research
sophistication (Fong, 2014). The BLS data (2018b) also predicts that the field of social advocacy
will increase by only 7.7% by 2028. The BLS did not collect the same data in previous years, so
it is not known if the difference in outlook is historically typical or represents a change.
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Housed in colleges and universities, social work schools and programs are directly
affected by changes to their host institutions. In 2016, the editors of the Canadian Social Work
Review asked five social work faculty to describe how managerialism affected social work
education and research (McDonald & Nixon, 2016). The faculty reported having to do more with
less resources, pressures to teach more students and produce more scholarship, and to abide by
rigid competencies and regulations imposed by expanding administrations. In a qualitative study,
Cleary (2018, p. 8) asked social work faculty, “how is the increased marketization of universities
in the UK influencing the delivery of entry level social work education?” Faculty reported an
awareness of managerial trends, such as increased emphasis on income generation, and
performance indicators and assessment, as well as an increase in the quality of library and
technological resources. Faculty reported a decrease in the quality of students, less time to spend
with them, and 30% felt that there were reduced opportunities for inclusion of social justice
content in the curriculum (Cleary, 2018).
Slaughter and Rhodes (2004) suggest that higher education no longer is, if it ever was, an
unwitting victim to this trend. Rather, they argue that the academy has always needed to produce
a profit and that higher education has always functioned under some sort of business model; it
produces a product for consumption (knowledge, skills), uses resources to achieve it, and must
balance the cost and the return to function (Armstrong, 2016). Thus, according to Webhi and
Turcotte (2009), it was not a major stretch for higher education to internalize and even promote
the market-oriented goals of neoliberalism and managerialism.
No empirical studies examining the experiences of American social work faculty with
managerialism exist. This study aims to fill this gap by exploring how social work faculty
perceive and respond to the managerial model, and the impact it has on teaching, service, and
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scholarship. The findings have major implications for social work education, students, the
profession, and the populations served by social work.
Theory
Street Level Bureaucracy
This study uses Lipsky’s theory of Street Level Bureaucracy (SLB) as a lens to
understand faculty response and perception of managerial pressures (Lipsky, 1980; 2010).
Lipsky originally conceived of SLB as a framework for understanding the experiences of public
service workers struggling to serve communities amidst complicated, and sometimes conflicting
policy pressures. From an organizational theory perspective, SLB goes beyond the traditional
understanding of bureaucracy as a top-down, or bottom up enterprise, to examine the dilemmas
faced by workers who struggle to serve the public well, or do good work (Lipsky, 2010) while
adhering to administrative demands (Brodkin, 2012). The two original main claims of SLB were
that 1) Workers use their own discretion as they negotiate workplace pressures, and their
responses to these pressures ultimately determine how the public experiences the institution’s
policies and 2) This phenomena is applicable across a broad range of work settings, from law
enforcement, to social services, to education.
The experience of faculty in higher education, whether employed at a private or public
institution, lends itself to analysis using this template. Faculty ultimately implement
administrative decisions in higher education in the classroom and in their research. Street Level
Bureaucracy offers an analytic framework to understand what, if any, conflicts exist for faculty
between the managerial policies of their institutions and their desire to do good work and achieve
their professional goals. Lipsky (2010) argues that the “devices they invent to cope with
uncertainties and work pressures effectively become the public policies they carry out” (p. xiii).

10
Therefore, SLB allows for an expansion of this analysis beyond a simple one directional
examination of how policy impacts faculty, to how faculty ultimately re-shape policy through
their response to it. This aspect of SLB connects directly to the research questions posed here,
which seek to understand how faculty’s negotiation of managerialism has impacted the choices
they make in pursuit of their goals as social work educators, and their ability to accomplish them.
Neo-Taylorism
Faculty’s experience with managerialism is understood through the context of their
environment, or the organization that is higher education. The organizational theory of neoTaylorism helps to conceptualize the application of managerial strategies in this setting. Whereas
neoliberalism provides a foundational ideology, and managerialism the tools (productivity,
efficiency, accountability and standardization) for its realization in practice, neo-Taylorism
explains the rationale for those tools.
Frederick Winslow Taylor introduced Taylorism, also known as scientific management,
in the late 19th century, as a method for increasing efficiency in the production of goods (Littler,
1978). Taylor claimed that work flow is most efficient when work is broken down into tasks,
completed by workers with specialization in that area, and governed solely by authoritarian
administrators. This was known as the “division of work” and was applied to assembly line
manufacturing. Wright and Greenwood (2017) contend that since universities are not creating
tangible products, they cannot in a pure sense be considered Taylorist, and yet administrations
use rhetoric that suggests they believe their “products” to be rankings, graduation and retention
rates, grant awards, and selectivity. This results in the application of Tayloristic- like principles,
or “neo Taylorism,” which mimics Taylorism under the rationale of increasing efficiency of
these so- called products. Levin and Greenwood (2016) claim this does not lead to the successful

11
application of the corporate model because it is too costly and results in increasingly hierarchical
institutions with bloated administrations and skyrocketing salaries. Despite this, and in the
context of a neo Tayloristic approach, managerial strategies to increase productivity and
efficiency are emphasized in higher education much in the same way they would be in the
production of factory goods. Levin and Greenwood (2016) refer to this as “Fordism without the
Ford” (Fordism employed a version of Taylorism), which draws an important distinction unique
to higher education.
Study Overview
Methods
Qualitative interviews explored how faculty experience managerialism and how it affects
their work satisfaction, perceived ability to achieve their goals, and ability to perform in their
roles. Since teaching, research and service are universally accepted as the three main faculty
functions, this study explored the impact of managerialism in each of these areas. The results of
this study provide knowledge about the current workplace environment and how faculty interact
with this environment to deliver social work education. Since faculty prepare and socialize
workers for the profession, the findings have implications for students and the populations they
will serve.
Study Aims
This study aims to understand how faculty perceive, understand, and respond to
managerialist changes and their effect on teaching, scholarship, and service. The literature
review identified the following organizational features affected by managerialism: tenure,
workload, accountability, research, curriculum, and faculty governance.
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The specific research questions are:
1. How do social work faculty experience teaching, scholarship and service in the context of
managerialism?
2. What meaning do they assign to these experiences and/or changes?
3. What decisions do they make in response to managerial policies?
2. How does the current managerial environment shape the achievement of their goals as
social work educators, researchers, and members of their professional community?
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Deem et al. (2007) describe managerialism in higher education as a significant
transformation for faculty, and one that has seeped into every “nook and cranny” of academia (p.
27). Gordon and Whitchurch (2006) list the six main characteristics of managerialism in higher
education as:
•

A greater separation of academic work and management activity

•

Increased control and regulation of academic work by managers

•

A shift in authority from academics to managers and the weakening of the professional
status of academics

•

An ethos of enterprise and emphasis on income generation

•

Government policy focused on universities meeting socio-economic needs

•

More market orientation, with increased competition for resources.

The impact of managerialism on faculty has been examined in the literature from different
angles, including faculty perceptions (Deem, 2004) and pedagogical responses (Preston & Aslett,
2014). In Sweden, the Netherlands and the UK, a study of 48 university faculty and staff
revealed dissatisfaction with the assessment culture, especially given that increased assessment
of teaching did not appear to correlate with increased quality of teaching (Teelken, 2012).
Martin-Sardesai et al. (2017) suggest that the university scrutiny of faculty research based on
where it is published and how it is funded may pose a threat to academic freedom. By et al.,
(2008, p.12) describe managerialism in the UK as an “end in itself” that has (contrary to its
goals) created a new layer of inefficient, rent-seeking managers that have “demoralized and
demotivated faculty.”
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Scholars in the US have produced far less research on managerialism than their international
peers. However, several books broadly discuss austerity measures in American higher education
(Altbach et al., 2011; Fabricant & Brier, 2016; Newfield, 2016; Schrecker, 2010) and the impact
of neoliberal policy on higher education (Schram, 2016). In 2017, only two dissertations examine
US faculty experiences in this environment. Bampton (2017) conducted a qualitative study of
professors that analyzed the restructuring of academic work under neoliberalism. She found that
workers are constantly performing, strategizing and negotiating the environment to the detriment
of their physical and mental wellbeing. Fleming (2015) examined the impact of neoliberalism on
the academic identities of liberal arts professors. The study found that faculty identities are in
flux, given rapidly expanding administrative responsibilities, and reduced emphasis on tenure. In
2020, a search for the terms “neoliberalism” or “managerialism” and “faculty” or “higher
education” in the Proquest Dissertations database revealed a substantial increase in U.S. studies
on these topics, including the impact on faculty perceptions of their work (Vazquez, 2019),
STEM faculty (Keeny, 2018), and curriculum shifts in the arts and humanities (Hill, 2019).
Although much has been written on the impact of managerialism on higher education
abroad (Apple, 2006; Giroux, 2012; Preston & Aslett, 2014; Teelken, 2012; By et al., 2008), less
is known about how managerialism is directly experienced by faculty in general in the US, and
there are no empirical studies on social work faculty. A search in the databases ERIC, PscyInfo,
Web of Science, ProQuest Dissertations, and Google Scholar using the keywords austerity,
managerialism, neoliberalism, and social work education, revealed no empirical studies
designed to understand how disinvestment, austerity, managerialism or other aspects of
neoliberal policy manifest at the social work program level in the US.
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The academic issues discussed in this review apply the current literature on
managerialism in higher education to social work education. The literature review includes
research that examines shifts over the past forty years in the main areas of academic work,
including the achievement of tenure, workload expectations, and pressures related to curriculum.
The review includes books, articles, gray literature, and analysis of institutional databases that
provide insight on how higher education has changed during an era of managerialism. The focus
is on aspects of work that affect faculty specifically, and that relate to key managerial indicators
of efficiency, productivity, accountability, and standardization. In higher education, these
indicators appear in relation to tenure, workload, assessment and accountability measures,
research, curriculum, and faculty governance. This literature review covers each of these areas.
It includes the prevailing literature on the topic in higher education in general, followed by
evidence (if it exists), in social work programs.
Tenure
Tenure emerged in the late 19th century to protect academic freedom (American
Association of University Professors, n.d). At the turn of the twentieth century, Professor Josiah
Royce of Harvard declared that academic freedom is essential because it ensures continuous
investigation and the presence of doubt, which is critical for knowledge inquiry among faculty
and students (Kegley, 2008). In 1915, the American Association of University Professors
(AAUP) published a Declaration of Principles proclaiming tenure as essential to the dignity of
the professorial position (American Association of University Professors, 2017). The AAUP
clarified guidelines for tenure in 1940, when the Statement of Principles stated that “teachers are
entitled to freedom in the classroom when discussing their subject,” and established the two main
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purposes of tenure as 1) Freedom of teaching and research, and 2) A sufficient degree of
economic security (AAUP, 2017, n.p).
Managerial Strategies to Limit Tenure
Managerialism seeks to limit access to tenure, and to diminish faculty control over
personnel and curriculum (Ginsberg, 2013). Proponents of managerialism in higher education
tend to regard guaranteed salaries for tenured professors regardless of their productivity as an
inefficient use of resources and a barrier to innovation (Armstrong, 2016). They reason that if
businesses can remove workers who do not produce enough economic value to a company,
universities should be able to remove faculty who do not perform. As managerialism gains
traction, universities grant tenure to fewer faculty. In the 1970’s, 67% of professors held tenure
or were on tenure tracks, whereas in 2018 only 24% meet this criteria. The other 76% are
contingent faculty (AAUP, 2018). Between 1975 and 2015, tenured faculty decreased from 45%
to 30%, while full time contract or part time adjunct faculty increased from 34% to 57%, with
graduate students making up the remaining. Overall, 76% of all faculty are now considered
“contingent” (AAUP, 2018). The number of institutions with tenure systems also fell from 63%
in 1994 to 49% in 2014 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015).
A 2004 online survey of 1,339 English and Foreign Language departments by the
Executive Committee of the Modern Language Association (MLA), reported a tenure denial rate
of only 10% (The Modern Language Association of America, 2007). However another 20% of
junior level faculty left their positions before seeking tenure. Amey (1996) found that out of 330
departing professors from one research university, the highest proportion (48%) were assistant
professors voluntarily leaving due to tenure related concerns.

17
These tenure-related findings may be related to increased expectations for tenure. It is
widely acknowledged that publication expectations have increased (Zusman, 2005) in terms of
quantity and type of journal (Schrecker, 2010). Some schools expect professors to publish in
peer-reviewed journals with high impact factor scores that measure the average number of
citations an article received over a year (Holden et al., 2006). Universities also expect faculty to
focus more heavily on grant-funded research and less on teaching and service (Ginsberg, 2013).
For example, to increase its status as a top tier research university, Baylor University increased
expectations for scholarship hoping to garner more outside funding (Jaschick, 2008). At the same
time, Baylor’s tenure denial rate increased from 10%, to 40% in 2008. Rothgeb and Berger
(2009) surveyed over 1,200 colleges and universities in the US to learn what factors predicted
the denial of tenure. The strongest predictor of denial was the number of published articles and
the second strongest was the number published in prestigious journals. Tenure acceptance rates
were higher in schools that emphasized teaching, student advising, and viewed publications in
teaching journals as substantive research (Rothgeb & Berger, 2009).
Some schools are beginning to eliminate tenure-track positions entirely, including the
State College of Florida in 2015 (Joselow, 2016). Under pressure from the state of Wisconsin,
which introduced legislation to end tenure in state-funded schools, the University of Wisconsin
instituted a new policy in 2016 making all faculty (regardless of tenure) vulnerable to lay offs
(Flaherty, 2016). Chancellor Rebecca Blank attempted to reassure faculty by stating that as long
as the school remains “top ranked,” no faculty would be laid off (Savidge, 2016). In January
2017, Iowa introduced legislation to eliminate tenure for new and currently tenured faculty.
Initially stalled, the legislature reintroduced the bill in January 2019. It passed the education
subcommittee in February 2019, but it is unclear when it will advance to a full legislative vote
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(Wangen, 2019). In Missouri, a bill to eliminate tenure for new hires beginning in 2019 was
proposed but has not yet passed (HB 1474, 2018). This data suggests a steadily increasing trend
over the past 40 years to limit or eliminate tenure. The percentage of full time faculty eligible for
tenure fell from 87% in 1970 to 24% in 2018 (AAUP, 2018).
Tenure in Social Work Programs
The Council on Social Work Education’s (CSWE) annual survey of BSW, MSW and
doctoral programs captures data on a range of topics including faculty demographics, rank,
candidate search activities, and workload. As of 2015, 44% of full time social work faculty were
tenured, with 25% on a tenure track and 25.7% considered contingent (CSWE, 2015). Threats to
tenure may be less common in social work programs than in other academic disciplines.
Compared to 30% in the wider higher education workforce, social work has 69% of full time
faculty with tenure or on a tenure track (AAUP, 2017). The retention of tenure lines in schools
of social work may reflect the increased but unmet demand for doctoral faculty (Karger, 2012).
In 2015, 20% of social work schools reported a need for additional faculty but could not recruit
them due to budget issues, competition with other schools, issues with their location, or
unattractively low salaries (CSWE, 2015).
Brown (2016) observes that in Canada, the shortage of new tenure track faculty means
that existing social work faculty are “expected to deliver expanded programming to greater and
greater numbers of students” (p.117). The 2015 CSWE survey revealed that 36.7% of programs
experienced loss of faculty due to resignation, retirement, or budget cuts, and 60.7% of these
were tenured, full time positions. One-fifth or 20% of the programs in need of new faculty
reported their institutions would not allow them to conduct searches due to budget constraints.
Among those conducting searches, 56% reported difficulties in finding candidates due to salary
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limitations caused by budget cuts. Forty-eight percent of programs, or 256 out of 523 reporting,
were conducting faculty searches. Programs searching for new faculty report that 33.7% of the
positions will be non-tenured (CSWE, 2015).
Workload
As public funding for higher education decreases and tuition rises, people seek to
maximize investments in college education, leading policy makers and educators to focus on
issues of “productivity, efficiency, transparency, and accountability,” and “to call for new
economic models and clear priorities” (Shaker & Plater, 2016, p. 2). To maximize efficiency
and cut costs, schools have incorporated a range of strategies including developing online
courses, replacing retiring tenured faculty with contingent faculty, increasing workloads for fulltime faculty, and incorporating accountability and performance measures (Shaker & Plater,
2016).
Managerialism has re-shaped faculty workload in an effort to meet demands for
productivity and efficiency. A 1968, the AAUP Statement on Faculty Workload with Interpretive
Comments defined the "maximum teaching loads for effective instruction at the undergraduate
level” as “twelve hours per week, with no more than six separate course preparations during the
academic year” (AAUP, 2017, n.p). The AAUP adds that faculty should participate in the
determination of workloads, and that class scope, difficulty and size should be taken into account
when determining course load. Reaffirmed throughout the years, this statement has been adapted
for community colleges, distance education, and part-time faculty.
In general, most institutions describe workload in terms of the time spent across three
domains: teaching, service and scholarship (research). The AAUP interprets workloads as hours
per week of formal class meetings, clarifying that 12 contact hours for an undergraduate

20
professor may translate to 6 two hour courses or 4 three hour courses. The AAUP adds that at
the maximum teaching load, research expectations should be low. The extent to which
institutions currently follow these suggested recommendations is unknown. The National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES, 2015) survey provides some empirical workload data. Its
National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) covered four cycles of data collected
between 1994 and 2004. The latest survey (2003-2004) included 35,000 faculty from over 1,080
public and private, non-profit institutions. The data on workload reported full time faculty
spending an average of 11.1 hours per week in the classroom. Overall, faculty reported working
an average of 53.4 hours per week, with 63.9% of their time spent teaching, 15.2% on research,
11.2% on service activities, and 9.7% on all other activities. Teaching was defined as classroom
hours and time spent preparing, meeting with students, and grading. This data remained
relatively unchanged since the original survey in 1987, which reported similar numbers (AAUP,
2017; NCES, 2015).
Given the rapid political and economic changes in the US since 2004, the NCES data
likely does not reflect the current workload realities for professors. In response to an email this
author sent to the NCES asking why the study was terminated after 2004, the research director
replied: “The survey director retired. There’s a hiring freeze until next September, and they’re
not replacing staff that leave, so it’s very unlikely that we’ll be conducting another NSOPF in the
foreseeable future” (A. D’Amico personal communication, November 14, 2017).
A review of workload policies in public institutions by Greenberg and Moore (2013)
concluded that most require full-time faculty to teach 12 credits, or four courses worth three
credits each per semester. Faculty engaged in research are expected to teach nine credits per
semester, or three classes worth three credits each, referred to as a 3-3 teaching load. However
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some also report a 4-4 teaching load as the norm, even when faculty are under pressure to
produce research (Greenberg & Moore, 2017). A 4-4 load would require eight hours per week in
the classroom. During the remaining 32 hours, faculty would need to prepare for each of the four
courses, grade papers, meet with students, attend various meetings, and engage in required
committee work. This may leave little room for substantial research.
Managerialism and Workload
Managerialism calculates workload in terms of cost and return on investment. Some
states attempted to reduce costs by increasing workloads. In 2015, The North Carolina state
legislature attempted to pass a bill requiring all professors at state funded colleges to teach a
minimum of a 5-5 load, except those in the STEM disciplines, for whom a 4-4 load would apply
(S.B. 593). This bill stalled and was sent to committee, and as of 2020 has not been reintroduced.
Critics claimed the high workloads would decimate the research activity within the region’s
“research triangle,” and that research professors would simply move their grants to more
welcoming states. Proponents claimed the higher teaching load would improve classroom quality
by ensuring professors and not graduate students, taught courses (Schuman, 2015).
It is difficult to assess the weight of a “workload” given that faculty job descriptions vary
with tenure status, administrative tasks, and full versus part time instructors. Additionally,
professors do many things that do not count towards workload credit (Berg & Seeber, 2016;
Ginsberg, 2011; Schrecker, 2010). These include responding to student emails, spending time
assisting students outside the classroom, community engagement, advising student clubs, revamping course curriculum to align with current events, writing letters of recommendation, and
helping students manage personal crises (Shaker & Plater, 2016). A University of Texas at
Austin’s audit revealed that 20 % of faculty taught 57% of all student credit hours, and these
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same faculty were also responsible for generating 18% of the campus’s substantial research
funding (Vedder et al., 2011). Texas state policy makers concluded that for this 20% subset of
the professors, high teaching loads did not limit their ability to secure research funding. They
subsequently reasoned that the teaching loads of less active researchers should be increased to
lower costs and tuition (Vedder et al., 2011).
Workloads in Social Work Programs
To be accredited by CSWE, programs must have at least one full time faculty per 12
students for MSW programs and one per 25 for BSW programs. This requirement fulfills
CSWE’s mandate that programs have an “appropriate student-faculty ratio and sufficient faculty
to carry out a program’s mission and goals, [which] are essential for developing an educational
environment that promotes, emulates, and teaches students the knowledge, values, and skills
expected of professional social workers” (EPAS, 2015, n.p.). This requirement may protect
social work programs from budget cuts that in other disciplines have led to rising numbers of
students per class. This ratio does not dictate teaching load, but does serve to limit the number of
students faculty must teach, advise and mentor. It also does not prevent programs from relying
more on adjuncts, because the ratio of one full time faculty per 12 students can be satisfied by
using a full time equivalent (FTE) calculation that permits a number of adjuncts to be considered
as equal to one full time faculty (EPAS, 2015).
A1998 study of 40 US social work programs revealed that social work faculty were
working, on average, over 50 hours per week, taught two courses per semester (four annually),
and were relatively satisfied with their workloads despite wanting more time for scholarship
(Seaberg, 1998). Notably dated, this data stands in stark contrast to the current environment,
where teaching four classes per semester is the norm (Greenberg & Moore, 2017). Lack of time
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for scholarship due to heavy teaching loads was cited as the most common obstacle for social
work faculty (Freedenthal et al., 2008). There is wide variability in the amount and types of
supports for scholarship, including reducing coursework for junior faculty and assisting faculty
with grant applications, which lead to offsetting or “buying out” time with research funding
(Freedenthal et al., 2008). Price and Cotton (2006) conducted a qualitative study of 22 tenure
track faculty in various disciplines, including social work, and found that in general, expectations
for scholarship had increased considerably over the past decade for pre-tenured faculty, whereas
expectations for teaching and service had decreased. Faculty reported more evaluation of
teaching, but less importance placed on the results. All faculty reported anxiety due to increased
pressures on scholarship (Price & Cotten, 2006).
Accountability
Accountability is defined as the monitoring of work outputs that lead to productivity and
efficiency (Davies & Thomas, 2002). Managerialism seeks to achieve accountability through
measurements of performance and a reliance on rankings (Lorenz, 2012). Performance data is
collected through audits (Lynch, 2015) or other types of surveillance (Harvey, 2005). In higher
education, this takes the form of student evaluations (which at some schools are now made
public), student learning outcome measures, and classroom teaching observations. Faculty are
also under increased scrutiny to increase the number of their publications (Zusman, 2005) and to
publish in peer reviewed journals with high impact factor scores (Holden et al., 2006). The goal
is to identify and reward quality performance, which provides rationale for state support (Hearn
et al., 2016),
Performance measures in higher education emerged in response to various pressures,
including the societal concern over rising tuition and falling graduation and enrollment rates
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(Schrecker, 2010). In 2005, Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings formed the Commission
on the Future of Higher Education, otherwise known as “The Spellings Commission.” The
Commission’s charge was to develop a national strategy for improving student access,
affordability, quality of instruction, and accountability in higher education. The Commission
recommended the creation of a public database to report statistics on cost, admissions, and
completion rates. While Congress did not support the initiative at the time, higher education
administrations embraced the idea, as did secondary education. In 2019, President Trump issued
an executive order entitled Improving Free Inquiry, Transparency, and Accountability at
Colleges and Universities, with an aim to make higher education more accountable for outcomes
(Executive Order No. 13865, 2019). As a result, Secretary of Education Betsy Devos mandated
schools to post data on graduates’ employment rates and salaries, also known as score cards
(U.S. Department of Education, 2019).
Systems for ranking higher education institutions emerged in the managerial era to
encourage competition; a classic business principle used to attract customers. US News and
World Report ranks colleges and universities and its annual report is now widely recognized as a
performance evaluation and a major guide to “quality” colleges (Lynch, 2014). Its rankings or
indicators are based on reputation, student selectivity and budgets (Hazelkorn, 2011), and many
question their reliability and validity (Clarke, 2002).
Considerable controversy surrounds the application of performance and accountability
measures. Critics view assessment as a contrary to the “premise of a liberal arts education in that
assessment grants to someone or something outside the student the authority to determine what
constitutes genuine learning” (Champagne, 2011, p.2). That is, it grants administrators the
power to exert control and exercise authority over faculty (Ginsberg, 2011). Champagne (2011,
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p.3) claims that such assessment practices interfere with academic freedom and lead to “teaching
to the job market.” In response to pressures to prove their graduates can successfully become
employed, some colleges have adjusted curriculum to meet market demands, although critics
reject the notion that a graduate’s employment status represents a valid measure of curriculum
quality (Champagne, 2011). In contrast, proponents of managerialism claim that employability is
the product that students are buying when they invest in higher education, and that institutions
are failing if this goal is not achieved (Armstrong, 2016).
Perhaps in response to the previously mentioned pressures at the federal level since the
2005 Spellings Commission report, state legislatures increasingly seek to impose mandated
assessment measures in higher education. In 2015, Iowa introduced a bill (which did not pass)
requiring professors to teach at least one course per semester that is evaluated by students. The
proposed bill stated that if “a professor fails to attain a minimum threshold of performance based
on the student evaluations used to assess the professor’s teaching effectiveness….the institution
shall terminate the professor’s employment regardless of tenure status or contract” (Iowa
Assembly, Senate File 64).
Increased assessment of faculty may be linked to a strategic efforts in some state
legislatures to limit or deny tenure to people who may be underperforming (Flaherty, 2017).
Missouri legislators introduced a bill proposing to eliminate tenure for all new hires after January
1, 2018 (Missouri, HB 1474). In 2019, Republican State Senator Brad Zaun reintroduced an
Iowa bill which also sought to prohibit tenure at state institutions and would allow termination of
professors for reasons including but not limited to, “just cause, program discontinuance, and
financial exigency” (Flaherty, 2019, n.p.). Critics of these bills claim that tenure protects the
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academic freedom of professors who conduct research which is politically controversial and is
essential for a functioning democracy (Flaherty, 2017).
Assessment measures such as student evaluations are attractive to administrations seeking
to present transparency and a willingness to self-monitor. Faculty are generally in favor of
student evaluations and understand the need to assess their curriculum, but dispute the current
methods (Vasey & Caroll, 2016). To understand the experiences of faculty and student
evaluations, the AAUP conducted an online survey in 2014 of 9,314 faculty. While some (69%)
reported student evaluation as important, 50% did not approve of current methods of assessing
teaching at their institution, and only 47% felt it was effective. The recent major shift from paper
to online evaluations raises still more questions. Student participation fell from 80% for paper
evaluation to 20-40% for online evaluation. Low response rates can be problematic since
students with extreme opinions, either positive or negative, were more likely to participate. Some
faculty reported that their evaluations were published on websites by their institution (25%), to
their deans or other administrators (50%), and to their peers (66%) (Vasey & Caroll, 2016).
Tying student evaluations to tenure and promotion can discourage faculty from reporting
plagiarism and may encourage grade inflation (Stroebe, 2016). Between 1966 and 1970, 39% of
all students received a C or lower, whereas between 1987-1991, the figure dropped to 9%. By
the 1990’s, 33% of all grades were a B or better (Dey & Hurtado, 1993). Kostal et al. (2016)
confirm that although incremental, inflation has continued to increase into the mid 2000’s. Grade
inflation may reflect pressure to retain students and a heavy reliance on student evaluations of
professors required for promotion or tenure, as well as the increase in adjunct faculty (Butcher, et
al., 2014). A rise in adjunct faculty, who depend on course evaluations for continued
employment, may also be driving the continued grade inflation trend (Kezim et al., 2005).
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In 1946, the National Council on Social Work Education issued a report recommending
the formation of an organization in which members of the profession could develop and
implement a core mission and set and maintain accreditation criteria. As a result, in 1952, social
work educators established the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE), which serves as the
accrediting body for undergraduate and graduate social work programs in the US. Over time,
CSWE became involved with recruiting people to the profession, reviewing standards, studying
curriculum, collecting and analyzing data on social work education settings and federal
legislation related to social welfare and social work education. Their Council on Accreditation
(COA) is responsible for setting accreditation standards, evaluation processes and the conferral
or denial of accreditation. The COA is comprised of a board of directors elected by members of
CSWE, which includes both social work practitioners and educators (CSWE, 2018).
Accreditation represents a major mechanism for quality assurance, academic
improvement and public accountability in social work education, and thus opens the door to
managerialism. In some instances, managerialism has firmly integrated assessment practices into
the culture of teaching, including entire administrative units dedicated to these activities
(Schrecker, 2010). Accreditation standards govern the content and delivery of social work
education in both online and classroom based programs. Graduates of BSW and MSW programs
cannot obtain state licensure unless they graduated from a program accredited by CSWE. Social
work education offers an “advanced standing option” for BSW students seeking a MSW,
however both degrees must be from an accredited school. As social work labor continues to be in
demand, schools are eager to develop, grow, and maintain accredited programs that prepare
students for careers (Karger, 2012).
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Programs seeking accreditation must submit a self-study and participate in a site visit
that provides evidence of program adherence to CSWE’s Educational Policy and Accreditation
(EPAS) standards (CSWE, 2015). These standards include a wide range of guidelines and
criteria covering course content, student learning outcomes, and general college resources that
reflect the productivity, efficiency and accountability features of managerialism, At the same
time, accreditation protects schools again some of these pressures. As noted above, because
CSWE requires that MSW programs have one full time equivalent faculty member for every 12
students, colleges cannot substantially increase class size without hiring more instructors.
Programs must also have full-time dedicated administrative staff and adequate office space for
faculty or student meetings. In an era of budget cuts, these resources are often removed from
programs without such requirements.
Research
Neoliberal funding patterns have redefined the role and purpose of university-based
research from a public to a private good (Schrecker, 2010). Prior to the emergence of
managerialism in higher education, public funding of academic research was largely tied to the
needs of the state. Universities received land grants in the 1860’s to provide technical expertise
in farming, engineering, and agriculture in settling the West (Mumper et al., 2011). World War II
led to a stronger research partnership between government and academia. Schools such as MIT,
the University of California, and Johns Hopkins University supplied the Department of Defense
with weapons technology and by 1944, 300 million dollars was allocated to universities to
subsidize the training of over 315,000 Army and Navy personnel (Schrecker, 2010).
During the post-war period (1945 to mid -1970s) the US government funded research in
ways that protected and expanded the state, in line with the Keynesian model. Research to serve
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the Cold War and the “space race” also yielded competitive technologies, as did the burgeoning
health and medical sciences. Such research served the “public good” by training future leaders,
supporting peacetime initiatives such a cancer research, and producing goods for domestic
consumption (Kezar et al., 2005). Created in 1950, The National Science Foundation furthered
these goals (National Science Foundation, n.d). The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944
(the GI bill) brought a steady stream of funding for veteran housing, health care, and education,
peaking at $1.9 billion in 1949 (Kezar et al., 2005). Robust funding for students followed the
National Defense Education Act of 1958 and funded Perkins loans, which have government
subsidized interest until a student graduates. The Higher Education Act of 1965 and Title IX
provided funding for financially needy students in the form of Pell grants, which paid up to 80%
of education costs (Schrecker, 2010).
With the rise of neoliberalism in the mid-1970s, higher education funding shifted away
from grants to low income students, to tax credits for upper income earners (Giroux, 2014). As
Schrecker (2010) pointed out, there were a multitude of economic and political factors acting
upon universities at that time. The inflation that accompanied the economic recession of 1973
decimated endowments, and a reduced tax base shrank state level resources. Both public and
private institutions began relying heavily on endowments and laying off both non-tenured and
tenured faculty. The research money that flowed so freely during the Cold War years diminished,
resulting in an austerity climate that created competition among universities for students and
research dollars.
The Austerity Climate and the Impact on Research
Between 1975 and 2000 and reflecting neoliberal tactics, government funding for higher
education shifted from grants to loans and from direct aid to tax credits. The volume of federal
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loans increased by 2000%. During the same time, the 1997 Taxpayer Relief Act provided
education related tax credits for families earning up to $100,000 per year. In line with the
neoliberal goal of devolution and a value on competition, tax credits gave the appearance of
decreasing federal spending, however they are simply shifting the cost from providing grants to
needy students to subsidizing middle and higher income families with low interest loans (Thelin
& Gasman, 2003). While Pell grant spending actually rose 691% between 1975 and 2000, the
program failed to keep pace with rising college costs. By 2000, Pell grants funded only 40% of
student costs (John & Parsons, 2005).
Between 2008 and 2017, state funding for higher education fell by 28% (Center on
Budget and Policies Priorities, 2018). This led to both a 35% rise in tuition and forced
universities to bear a greater share of costs (Newfield, 2016). Mounting austerity (cuts and
tuition hikes) refocused the state-academia relationship away from the public good and towards
private, and often profitable, projects and interests. Indeed, universities turned to corporate
partnerships for funding and sought financial return from patents and public-private partnerships.
The 1980 Bayh Doyle amendment allowed universities to patent and sell discoveries made
through federally funded research (Shrecker, 2010), which attracted lucrative contracts with
private funders. This opportunity has financially benefited a select group of premier universities
(Valdivia, 2013), especially those conducting randomized controlled trials (Baum et al, 2013).
As of 2013, sixteen universities had 70% of the patent-licensing income with Stanford and MIT
topping the list (Valdivia, 2013). Examples of lucrative patents include Northwestern University
($1.3 billion for developing a drug for epilepsy), New York University ($1 billion for the
arthritis drug), and Columbia ($790 million for DNA splicing technology) (Merrill et al., 2016).
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Although private-public partnerships yield hundreds of millions, or even billions of
dollars in potential revenue for both partners, it has generated debate as to whether or not this
shift negatively affects research (Sampat, 2006; Schrecker, 2010). Schrecker (2010) refers to
this turn to private funders as the “cultivation of corporate sugar daddies,” and describes it as an
effort to respond to reduced revenue by adopting the neoliberal corporate “bottom line” strategy
(p.169). According to Brownlee (2015), the pressure to raise money through profitable research
can influence topics and methods, create conflicts of interest, and invite research bias. Some
suggest that the changes favored research in (hard) sciences, technology, engineering, and math
(STEM) and de-emphasized research in the liberal arts, humanities and the social sciences, as has
privileged quantitative over qualitative research studies (Kezar et al., 2005; Newsome, 2016;
Schrecker, 2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 1996).
Colleges and universities are under pressure to maximize revenue through research
(Fabricant & Brier, 2016; Giroux, 2014; Schrecker, 2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). They
seek corporate and government research partnerships in market- driven areas such as STEM
because these partnership provide substantial revenue to the researcher, institution, and funder
(Giroux, 2014; Schrecker, 2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Critics of tenure believe that
research dollars should be reserved for science and technology disciplines to allow colleges to
“free up resources according to what the outside world needs” (Wetherbe, 2013, n.p.). They add
that to maximize the market impact of research dollars, universities can also relax research
expectations for scholars in low-demand fields such as the humanities, and increase allocation of
funds to professors in STEM disciplines (Wetherbe, 2013). In the proposed North Carolina
Senate Bill on faculty workload (mentioned in previous section), lawmakers attempted to
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provide a lower workload for STEM researchers than humanities faculty (Flaherty, 2016),
perhaps to free up more time for STEM research.
Research in STEM fields is also more likely to be funded by the National Institutes of
Health, which is highly desirable because their grants cover indirect costs, also known as
facilities and administrative costs (F & A), at a higher rate than other grants. Institutions can use
this money to pay for student services, building depreciation, payroll for administrators, and
other costs that support the funded research. There is no cap for this rate (unless the funding
agency sets one) and each institution negotiates their own rate (National Institutes of Health,
2019, n.p.). The average negotiated base rate for F & A is 52% (Kaiser, 2017). This is
considerably higher than indirect costs paid by foundations, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, which has a 10% cap on indirect costs for universities (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2019). In fiscal year 2019, the NIH granted 39 billion dollars for research (NIH,
n.d.), with 80%, or 31 billion, going to universities. If the NIH provides an average of 52% in
indirect costs (Kaiser, 2017), this means that in 2019, the NIH provided approximately 16 billion
dollars in federal funding to support higher education facilities and administrations. Given that
over the past 10 years state funding for higher education overall is down by 28%, this is critical
money that generates intense competition (Center on Budget and Policies Priorities, 2018).
Although social work is not likely to produce million dollar patents, Fong (2014) points
out that market pressures for evidence- based interventions create an opportunity for social work
to re-tool its research agenda to meet this demand. For social work, this translates into
behavioral health or medical health intervention research that could be funded by institutions
such as the National Institutes of Health. Although historically grounded in the liberal arts, some
social work scholars argue for moving the discipline in the direction of the hard sciences. Raveis
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et al. (2009) proposed that scholars in the field of aging align their scholarship with NIH’s
agenda, and Holleran and Sanna (2005) provide a detailed account of the benefits of NIH support
for social work research.
Between 1984 and 2014, social work researchers significantly increased research
production between 699% and 891%, (depending on the survey) with a 584% increase in
empirical studies (Howard & Garland, 2015). Maynard, Vaughn, and Sarteschi (2012) surveyed
doctoral dissertations submitted between 1998 and 2008. They found that while 17% of these
dissertations focused on disparity, diversity, discrimination, ethnicity, and culture, only 8%
focused on health/medical and substance abuse. Fifty-seven percent of the studies were
quantitative, 7% employed experimental design, and 22% used qualitative methods. Maynard, et
al., (2012) fear that if too few doctoral candidates choose experimental designs, the supply of
quantitatively skilled researchers may not meet the rising demand for evidence-based
interventions. They along with others (Fong, 2014; Howard & Garland, 2015), claim that
doctoral education should be altered to address this gap.
In general, faculty may not be united in their views of neoliberalism or its influence on
higher education (Fanelli & Meades, 2011). Some view the current economic reality as the new
status quo, and see managerialism as a common sense way to deal with reduced resources
(Preston & Aslett, 2014). The fiscal rewards of social work research that extends into the health
sciences, such as the development of new EBPs for behavioral interventions, satisfies both a
need for resources and a long held desire to be professionally legitimatized in the scientific
community (Webb, 2001).
There is currently a “social work as science” movement that seeks to re-brand the
discipline as a science, rather than a profession, and to increase new scholars’ capacity to
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conduct intervention, implementation, and translational research (Fong, 2014; Howard &
Garland, 2015). Reisch (2013) argues that schools tend to favor these methods without any
rationale other than as a response to market demand; an approach supported by the business
model, and adds that the this trend frames social problems as inevitable and something to be
managed, rather than eliminated at the source. In particular, the rapid embrace of positivist
research has occurred in the absence of consideration for how this trend impacts the historical
mission of the discipline to address the structural roots of social problems (Reisch, 2013; Reisch
& Jani, 2012). Howard and Garland’s (2015) proposal to re-engineer social work as a science
offers another view. These authors suggest that an expansion of rigorous and innovative
research, with particular emphasis on intervention, implementation, meta-analyses, and
randomized controlled trials, can be used to fulfill social work’s unique mission to alleviate
suffering for poor and oppressed populations.
All of these arguments share the notion that social work’s research identity continues to
evolve amidst strong and varied viewpoints. The literature illuminates a range of individual
perspectives but does not capture the views or experiences of the larger social work academic
community. Nor does it contextualize the debate (with the exception of Reisch, 2013; Morley et
al., 2017) in terms of the current political and economic reality. The trend in research towards
positivist methodologies helps social work programs attract research dollars and maintain
legitimacy in the scientific community (Fong, 2014; Howard & Garland, 2015). Yet beyond the
scholars cited here, it remains unclear how social work faculty perceive and negotiate this trend.
The exception lies in two studies that describes managerial impacts on social work faculty.
Webhi and Turcotte (2007) provide an auto-ethnographical article detailing their experiences as
junior faculty in a Canadian university. They warn against neoliberal influences; claiming, “the
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basic values of our profession are threatened if as academics we remain inattentive to the impacts
of this ideology on social work education” (n.p.). They lament shifts in tenure processes and
research, with emphasis on the marginalization of participatory community research. Morley
(2018), an Australian scholar, offered an auto-ethnographical account of her experience as a
faculty and union member resisting managerial demands at her own school. American scholars
have published no similar studies.
Curriculum
Schrecker (2010) concludes that managerialism has transformed administrations in
educational institutions into marketing firms, keen on selling themselves to “whatever customers
they can find” (p. 158). In this environment, universities increasingly do not see traditional
liberal arts programs as profitable. Students under the weight of student loan debt seek programs
that ensure employment, and universities have responded with workplace training and a
“vocationalization” of the curriculum (Gumport, 1993; Saunders, 2010; Slaughter, 1993). In
social work curriculum, this translates to preparing students for employment that is increasingly
focused on client level interventions in health and behavioral healthcare (Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2018a).
This literature review addresses social work curriculum in three areas. The first examines
a market driven shift from cause to function using the modern terminology of macro to micro
(Abramovitz & Sherraden, 2016; Reisch & Andrews, 2002; Wenocur & Reisch, 2001). The
second centers on a curricular trend towards evidence-based interventions aimed at bolstering
client resilience to oppressive societal structures (Abramovitz & Sherraden, 2016; Reisch & Jani,
2012). The third area involves trends in social work practice settings that impact field education.
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Emphasis on Micro over Macro
In response to the market demand for more social workers in health and behavioral health
settings, students are not choosing career tracks focused on structural advocacy (Reisch, 2013),
despite a mandate from the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) for programs to
“advance human rights, and social, economic, and environmental justice” (CSWE, 2015, n.p.).
Rothman (2013) conducted a survey among 52 faculty and members of the Association for
Community Organization and Social Administration (ACOSA), representing an array of social
work programs across the US.. He examined their observations of support for macro practice in
their respective schools. Those indicating low support described their experiences in an openended question. Over half (30) of respondents reported low support and described programmatic
disinterest in macro practice (18), a reduction in hiring of macro specialized faculty (16), a
curriculum heavily skewed towards clinical practice (12), the impact of licensure requirements
that emphasize clinical skills (8), the neglect of macro courses (7), discouragement of students to
choose a macro track (6), and the devaluing of macro content by administrators (5). Other
respondents noted the heavy pressure to obtain grants focusing on intervention research
(Rothman, 2013). Rothman’s study is the only analysis of faculty perspective on this issue and
reflects the views of ACOSA members, whose membership in the organization may stem from
discontent about the state of macro practice. This potential bias and the small, narrowly defined
sample limit the findings. However, the results align with a broader workforce study by Whitaker
and Arrington (2008) of the National Association of Social Work (NASW) membership,
revealing that less than one in seven social work practitioners listed macro practice as their focus.
The Council on Social Work Education’s (CSWE) annual survey of accredited social
work programs also reveals a reduced student interest in structural advocacy work (CSWE,
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2015). In 2015, the survey collected data from 242 accredited (100% of invited respondents)
MSW programs nationwide. Only 3.9% of field placements were identified as community
oriented settings and 1% as social policy settings. Conversely, 70% of students were placed in
mental health, health care, school social work, child welfare, and aging or addictions agencies.
The survey does not identify settings that involve both micro and macro oriented work, and some
clinical jobs may include community or advocacy oriented activities.
The dominance of clinical track placements correlates with the concentrations offered by
MSW programs. The CSWE survey found that 49% of programs offered a clinical concentration,
29.7 % offered advanced generalist, whereas only 4.2% offered one in policy practice, and
12.7% in community practice. Over 37,000 students are enrolled in clinical, advanced generalist,
or mental health concentrations, with 380 in policy, and 1,558 in community concentrations. The
2014 survey also reported new concentrations which included trauma, behavioral health, and
integrated health reflecting market demands (CSWE, 2015).The data from the BLS, NASW and
CSWE surveys suggest that market trends are driving both curricular content changes and
student interests.
Trend Towards Evidence-Based Practices
Evidence-based practices (EBP) are now well ingrained into the social work curriculum
and in service settings. They work well in field based and academic managerial settings because
they satisfy funders’ demand for accountability, which advantages programs competing for scare
funds (Webb, 2001). As a result, most colleges and universities include EBP’s in their
curriculum and mission statements (Rubin & Babbie, 2012). Evidence-based practices also bring
much needed structure and legitimacy to direct practice in the human services (Fong, 2014).
Critics claim EBP’s serve a post-positivist viewpoint that privileges incremental, empirically
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observed changes within systems over transformative structural change (Mullaly, 2007), and
disregard a nuanced, complex view of humanity, particularly around gender (Tinder, 2000). In
contrast to community work or structural advocacy, critics add that EBPs promote “what is
proven over what is possible” and discourage community advocacy that seeks to disrupt or
question the status quo (Brady et al., 2014, p.40). Reisch (2013) concludes that the prevalence of
EBPs reflects the profession’s shift towards promoting resiliency in the individual experiencing
social problems, rather than the structures causing them.
Social service settings host field practicum sites for schools of social work, therefore social
work educators are motivated to adjust program content to prepare students to understand and
deliver evidence- based practices. The following section reviews what is known about how
managerialism has altered fieldwork settings and the training of social work students. Shifts in
fieldwork settings are relevant to this study because classroom education is meant to inform field
education. Indeed, faculty require students to draw on their field experiences for assignments and
class discussions, and faculty mediate and monitor the students’ field practicum experience.
Service Settings and Fieldwork
Research on managerialism in social service settings cover a range of topics, including
the failure of managerialism to acknowledge the human and emotional element of social work
(Trevithick, 2006), the constrainment of work under quantified evaluation methods (Baines,
2006; Brodkin, 2008), the restriction to best practices (Baines, 2010), the negative impact on the
work environment and the front line worker (Abramovitz & Zelnick, 2015), and the unique
burdens it places on women to sustain levels of care with limited resources (Baines et al., 2012).
Tropman (2002), in contrast, favors managerialism in social work it because it offers in his view,
a better management model in a time of diminished resources and increased competition.
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Reisch and Jarman-Rhode (2000) predicted that in an era of economic globalization,
changing politics and rising inequality, social work students would be working with increasingly
desperate clients in resource limited field practicum settings. The neoliberal strategy of
retrenchment resulted in a 25% decrease in federal funding for non- profits (Congressional
Budget Office, 2014), causing many organizations to freeze salaries, increase borrowing, and lay
off skilled workers (Boris et al., 2010). Managerialism emphasizes doing more with less, which
results in unreasonably heavy caseloads, low pay, deskilling of the labor force (Abramovitz &
Zelnick, 2015; Aronson & Smith, 2009; Baines, 2004), poor quality services (Sawyer et al.,
2009), and high staff turnover, stress, and burnout (Chen & Krauskopf, 2009).
Abramovitz and Zelnick (2015, 2018) surveyed 3,000 New York City human service
workers to determine their experiences with managerialism. Over 80% felt they had too much
work, not enough staff or time, and were pressured to work at too fast a pace. This study’s large
sample included mainly front-line workers (54%) with MSW’s (52%) across a range of ages and
years of experience. The data includes the views of new practitioners similar to MSW students.
Given the large and varied sample, these views provide a potential window into the
environments of MSW field placements. Social work faculty who graduated in the last ten years
from MSW programs were socialized to the profession in this environment, therefore may
consider this the status quo and a reality to adapt to rather than confront (Abramovitz & Zelnick,
2015, 2018).
The literature does not provide data on student or faculty experiences with managerialism
in fieldwork settings. Due to managerial restrictions, students may be experiencing depoliticized
agency settings that do little to “challenge norms, build alliances, and work towards a
transformative social agenda” (Preston et al., 2014, p. 64). Even if faculty were opposed to
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managerial trends in agencies (and it is not clear that they are), field agencies hold more direct
sway in training students than faculty. In most colleges, full time faculty are marginally involved
in the field practicum experience; most field education issues--from agency recruitment, student
placement and monitoring-- are handled by field staff or adjunct faculty (Preston et al., 2014).
Faculty Governance
Since their inception in the US in the early 1600s and well into the 20th century, external
boards or strong presidents largely governed institutions of higher education (Gerber, 2014).
Throughout the 1940s and 1950s, and as colleges and their student bodies rapidly expanded, an
empowered and professionalized professoriate began to seek a stronger voice through shared
governance. By the 1960s faculty had an active presence on governing bodies and welcomed the
emergence of collective bargaining (Martin et al., 2011). This was in part, due to the 1958
statement by American Association of University Professors’ (AAUP) call for a shared
governance “vision” for higher education (AAUP, 2006, p.9). However, those who believe that
shared governance is contrary to the managerial demand for “nimbleness” and “flexibility” view
it as a threat, especially as faculty push back on assessment demands (Gerber, 2014, p. 2).
Wright and Greenwood (2017, p. 47) characterize the current decline of faculty governance as a
“core pathology” whereby “students, faculty, staff, and administration are not held together by
shared interests and understandings. They compete with each other rather than being required to
harmonize their different interests and operate in a solidarity.” This description conveys aspects
of neoliberalism that go beyond managerial tactics to infiltrate the culture and community of an
organization. Specifically, one that champions individualism over the collective and competition
over collaboration. It is not clear from the existing literature how this shift has impacted the
involvement of faculty in governing bodies or their perspectives on it.
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Gender, Race, and Managerialism
Managerialism may present particular obstacles for faculty depending on race, gender,
and their intersection. Padilla (1994) first introduced the concept of cultural taxation to describe
faculty of color’s obligation to go above and beyond their prescribed obligations to serve racial
and ethnic groups. Faculty of color are often engaged in service activities dedicated to diversity
initiatives, inclusion, and in the mentoring of students of color. Baez (2000) believes this is an
opportunity for faculty to exercise “critical agency” and address “oppressive structures,” but it
may also impede their ability to advance professionally as it is often work that is
unacknowledged and undervalued. Eagan and Garvey (2015) studied the connection between
race, gender, sources of stress, and productivity levels among faculty engaged in research,
teaching, and service. Using a large sample (n = 21,840) of secondary data collected by the
Higher Education Research Institutes, the authors found that a lower rate of research production
among faculty of color was correlated with higher levels of stress caused by subtle
discrimination. It was unclear from the data what subtle discrimination referred to but may have
included micro aggressions, greater scrutiny, less support for teaching, and greater feelings of
isolation (Eagan & Garvey, 2015).
Women are more likely to feel increased stress related to work-life balance (Mason, et
al., 2006). Ward and Wolf-Wendel (2016) conducted a longitudinal qualitative study of early,
mid- and late-career female faculty (the last group is ongoing), to determine their perspectives on
work, family, and their academic careers. They found that mid career women are “leaning back
for work and family” the opposite of corporate executive Sheryl Sandberg’s (2015) call for
career women to “lean in” to their work to succeed.. This may be due to the competing demands
from three directions: the managerial workplace, home and family, and pressures from society.
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Using the term “ideal worker,” Ward and Wolf-Wendel (2016, p.12) describe the pressure on
female faculty to be wholly dedicated to their job, which is prioritized over anything non- work
related, such as caregiving:
Academic women can find themselves in a bind that stands at the intersection of
ideal worker norms that assume a complete focus on work, intensive mothering
norms that assume total dedication to family, and societal norms that grant
unprecedented access to women in the workplace.
In their study, mid career women reported a low interest in career advancement because they feel
they have already done enough service or leadership work, or they have witnessed the current
culture of leadership and do not want to engage in it. Several of their respondents report
foregoing a bid for full professor because it is “too much work,” “too political,” or “not worth it”
(Wolf & Wendel, 2016, p.2).
Faculty Response
There are varied responses by faculty in the overall workforce to managerialism. These
included resistance (Henkel, 1997), which may be mainly internal and not actualized (Anderson,
2008), adaptation and even enthusiasm (Huang, et al., 2016), a sense that there is no option but to
comply (Leathwood & Read, 2013), and pragmatic (but not ideological) acceptance (Nickson,
2014). Alvesson and Spicer (2016) conclude that academics may be accepting of managerialism
because it offers a clear path for upward mobility,even if they do not agree with its tenets.
The wide variety of responses to managerialism compels some researchers to focus on
how managerialism has reshaped academic identities (Craig, 2014; Gordon & Whitchurch, 2006;
Henkel, 2007; Huang et al., 2016). In some cases, academic identities are found to be uncertain
or fragile (Knights & Clarke, 2014) and generally in a state of flux (Fleming, 2015). Some
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faculty report a decline in the tradition of collegiality in highly competitive atmospheres defined
by administrators (Kligyte & Barrie, 2011; Tight, 2014).
Resistance to Managerialism
Giroux (2014) identifies neoliberalism’s “best trick” as its ability to move insidiously
through organizations, eliminating critique of its own principles by instilling a common sense,
wholesale acceptance of corporate style managerialism. In accordance with this view, there are
few mentions of organized resistance in the literature. Webhi and Turcotte (2009, n.p.) call for
social work professors to become “actively involved in naming and challenging the
encroachment of neoliberalism on higher education in Canada,” and Reisch (2014) implores
social worker academics to teach students to think critically, revive the tradition of communitybased practice, and reconcile the schism between micro and macro practice, which would
provide some resistance to market driven trends in curriculum.
Attempts at resistance outside the US are apparent in the international scholarship.
Morley’s (2018) auto- ethnographical essay describes her experience as her union’s Branch
President leading an organized resistance at an Australian public university. Four days before
the start of the semester, administrators sent an email announcing an increased workload for full
time faculty and lays off of contingent faculty. Morley filed a formal complaint on behalf of
faculty. While the complaint was too late to overturn the decision, the Fair Work Commission
later sided with the union, ruling that the administration could not make a unilateral decision on
workload without consulting faculty. Following this event, Morley experienced retaliation
which she describes as the use of deceptively “civil” and “inclusive language” (a hallmark of
neoliberalism), that obscured a “systematic undermining,” of her, the “co-opting of colleagues as
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competitors,” and the encouragement of “critique and dissent” towards her and others those who
criticized administration (Morley 2018, p. 87).
Another way faculty resist in a managerial academic environment is to protect and
promote spaces for critical pedagogy (Giroux, 2014). In an effort to understand the impact of
teaching about social justice and anti-oppression in a neoliberal capitalist context, Canadian
researchers Prescott and Aslett (2014) conducted a three year auto-ethnographical observation of
their Introduction to Social Work course. They found a notably divided student response. One
student group, responded with enthusiasm and renewed energy for their chosen major and
reported becoming more active in social movements. Another group complained about being
“force fed” political course content and questioned their professor’s credibility to the Dean.
Students from traditionally marginalized groups physically moved towards the center of the
classroom and became more engaged both in classroom discussion and external social justice
activities. The study indicates the powerful impact of social justice oriented curriculum, but does
not offer insight about how to navigate the professional risks that non-tenured, contingent, and
adjunct faculty may confront in addressing this content.
Positive Response to Managerialism
Whereas much of the literature referenced thus far has expressed the negative effects of
managerialism on faculty, other proponents argue that managerial policies can increase
innovation and improve the quality and accessibility of higher education. Although he is not
referring to social work educators, Tropman (2002) laments that social worker practitioners are
ill-equipped for a managerial approach, which has led to poorly run, ineffective, and inefficient
organizations. Notably, he does not make a distinction between good management and
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managerialism. Tropman views the shift to provide more accountability, more revenue, better
results, and opportunity for social work to address these deficits.
Most literature supporting managerialism is not social work specific but encompasses
ideas about higher education in general. For example, some view the tenure system as a barrier to
innovation, as it keeps faculty who maintain the status quo in place, thereby blocking change that
may benefit the institution (Armstrong, 2016). In order to bring positive innovation to higher
education, Armstrong (2016) suggests the functions of higher education (teaching, research, and
socialization of students) need to be de-linked and faculty roles reconfigured so they do not serve
multiple functions. For example, when faculty are in positions of administrative power, they are
not likely to “de-skill” themselves by replacing their expertise with outside contract labor even if
the costs are less and learning outcomes are found to improve. Armstrong (2016) argues that
openness to change is so difficult for faculty that institutions are having to innovate alongside
their traditional programs instead of within them, and they have done so successfully. He
references the example of Southern New Hampshire University, which during a time of fiscal
crisis in 2009, initiated a fully online arm of its institution. In order to sidestep resistance to
change, they hired outside “expert” contractors to implement the program. This effort resulted in
an annual revenue increase of 30 million dollars, which has been funneled back into the
traditional on-campus program.
Conclusion
The existing, mainly conceptual, scholarship suggests that managerialism is reshaping
social work education. Many of the authors cited here are social work professors themselves,
therefore their studies may be considered a type of auto-ethnography. However, there are no
empirical studies examining the current experiences of social work faculty in the context of
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managerialism in the US. This study explores how social work faculty perceive and experience
managerialism and their response to it.
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CHAPTER III: METHODS
In their study of human service agencies, Abramovitz and Zelnick (2015) conceptualize
managerialism as one of three stages of privatization, a key neoliberal strategy. Managerialism is
the application of the business model in the public sector. In human services, this is observed as
an increased emphasis on productivity, accountability, efficiency, and the use of performance
measures to routinize and standardize service provision (Abramovitz, 2015; Baines, 2008; Tsui
& Cheung, 2004). Dent and Barry (2004) describe a similar shift in universities marked by more
hands-on management, the use of performance indicators, and an increase in discipline and
surveillance.
A qualitative approach will explore the following research questions:
1. How do social work faculty experience teaching, scholarship and service in the
context of managerialism?
2. What meaning do they assign to these experiences?
3. What decisions do they make in response to managerial policies?
4. How does the current managerial environment impact the achievement of their goals
as social work educators, researchers and members of their professional community?
Phenomenological Approach
The literature review provides evidence that managerialism exists in institutions of
higher education in the US, and yet it is unclear how social work faculty experience it, and the
meaning they assign to it. To this end, I will address the “what” and the “how” of the lived
experiences of social work faculty through a phenomenological approach to qualitative inquiry.
Knowledge on the impact of managerialism on social work education can help social work
faculty understand this major structural change and negotiate their current university
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environment so that their work aligns with social work’s mission, values, and goals.
A phenomenological approach is appropriate because its purpose is to “reduce individual
experiences with a phenomena to a description of the universal essence” of experience (Creswell,
2017, p.76). The choice to conduct phenomenological research is grounded in my aim to
understand individuals’ shared or common experiences and how they are translated to practice
and policy (Creswell, 2017). Capturing the essence of faculty experiences with managerialism
can inform decisions about the future of social work education in this environment. The richness
and meaningfulness of the insight gained using this approach could be utilized in understanding
the experiences of faculty in similar settings (Reid et al., 2005). Phenomenology fits well with
this topic because it acknowledges that just because a phenomenon exists does not presume it is
subjectively felt or known by individuals. Some faculty may have conscious experiences of
managerialism and the language to describe it, and others may not.
The Interpretive Tradition of Phenomenology
There are two main schools in phenomenology: the descriptive, or eidetic approach,
introduced by Husserl and the hermeneutic/interpretive school promoted by Heidegger (Lopez &
Willis, 2004). In the descriptive school, the researcher attempts to bracket or hold in abeyance
any pre-conceived ideas derived from their own experiences with the phenomena, while also
attempting to pare down the essence of experience to what is subjectively experienced across
multiple situations and contexts (Wertz et al., 2011). By contrast, interpretive phenomenology
analysis (IPA), which derives from the hermeneutic school, does not seek to separate the person
from the context, but employs the researcher as an interpreter of how informants make sense of
the context of their lifeworld (Gill, 2014).
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Given that managerialism is contextually bound and a product of historically driven
socio-political factors made manifest through organizations, it is best understood through an IPA
or interpretative approach. Interpretive phenomenology maintains that humans cannot extract
themselves from the context of their “lifeworld;” moreover, their experiences are “inextricably
linked to their social, cultural, and political contexts” (Lopez & Willis, 2004, p.729). The notion
of situated freedom (Leonard, 1999) claims that people have choices, but are limited by
contextual conditions. In this study, the interpretive approach facilitates an inquiry that seeks to
understand how faculty relate to today’s higher education environment (their “lifeworld”). The
literature suggests that the dynamics of managerialism may affect institutional factors related to
workload, assessment, tenure and research/curricular pressures, among others. Instead of
attempting to describe a pure experience, an interpretive approach will seek to understand both
the faculty’s unique experience (research question #1), the meaning faculty attach to it in the
context of a managerial environment (research question #2 and #3) and how these perceptions
have impacted their professional goals (research question #4).
The Position of the Researcher
Epistemologically, I am a constructivist. I believe that humans experience phenomena in
unique ways and create meaning from those experiences. This aligns with an IPA approach,
which contends that “experiences can be understood via an examination of the meanings which
people impress upon it” (Matua & Van der Wal, 2015). The literature provides evidence that
managerialism is a phenomena in higher education, however, faculty ultimately attach meaning
to their experience of it based on their owns perceptions and efforts to negotiate their work in
this context.
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The interpretive phenomenological approach acknowledges the researcher’s life
experience and ideas as essential to the process and as a driver of interest in the research question
(Lopez & Willis, 2013). It is not possible to remove oneself when developing an understanding
of the respondents’ experience (bracketing) (Heidegger, 1962). My own position as a full-time
faculty member in a social work program made it difficult for me to remove my views from the
analytic process of this study. The IPA approach allowed me to acknowledge this, and required
that I record how I elicited and interpreted informant experiences in a way that did not just
confirm my own views. With full acknowledgement of my bias, I approached the respondents
with the intention of understanding the impact of managerialism from their viewpoint. My biases
were clear to me because as a faculty member myself, I could imagine how I would answer each
of the questions I asked. I also had a priori ideas about how managerialism is experienced by
faculty based on the existing literature. Despite this, I remained open and eager to discover new
and different perspectives. This approach aligns with an interpretive/constructivist framework
that “relies on the respondents views of the situation being studied” (Creswell, 2003, p.8).
Theory in IPA is considered an orienting framework that explains the researcher’s stance
in understanding the situation under study. My choice of Street Level Bureaucracy reveals my
stance that (1) external policies affect the practice of social work education and (2) that given
their discretion, faculty’s response to and interpretation of managerialism can ultimately shape
policy on the ground. This framework is used in interpreting the findings of the study through
what is termed a “double hermeneutic,” or the process of the researcher interpreting the
informant’s interpretations (Gill, 2014).
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Sampling
The unit of analysis in this study is the experience of social work faculty in the context
of managerialism in higher education. To capture a common understanding and to increase the
likelihood of similar contextual, or lifeworld experiences, I used purposeful sampling to establish
a degree of homogeneity among respondents (Creswell, 2017). I used criterion sampling
(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012) to ensure respondents met the basic criteria, and snowball sampling
to recruit them, whereby respondents referred their colleagues who met the criteria (Miles et al.,
2013).
Sampling Criteria
The sample included full time, graduate, tenure track (either pre-tenured or tenured)
faculty, teaching in public institutions. No research exists on the differences between
managerialism in BSW, MSW, and doctoral programs. However, since unknown differences
may be present and to maintain a degree of homogeneity, I excluded faculty who only taught in
BSW and doctoral programs. Pre-tenured faculty are likely to experience managerial
expectations differently than higher-ranked tenured faculty. The former tend to have less job
security and are trying to meet a set of pre-existing expectations increasingly shaped by the
current managerial environment. Although not under the same pressure, tenured faculty
experience other pressures and can provide a historical perspective that illuminates how faculty
experience managerialism over time.
The literature on managerialism in higher education suggests that managerialism
permeates “every nook and cranny” of higher education, including both private and public
institutions (Deem et al., p. 27). However, its dynamics and impact may differ by sector. Given
that 70.4% of MSW programs are housed in public institutions, and 29.9% in private, and to
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further achieve homogeneity, I limited the sample to public institutions (CSWE, 2018). The
national social work faculty is 71% female, 65.6 % non-Hispanic White, 15.8 African American/
other Black, 6.5% Asian American/other Asian, 5% Latino , and 2.3% other (CSWE, 2016). To
capture experiences that reflect the faculty population, I included respondents that were diverse
across race and gender. Managerialism may impact people differently based on race and gender,
therefore a sample that reflects these demographics is appropriate.
Sample Size
Braun and Clarke (2013, p. 44) suggest that interpretive phenomenological studies
aiming to explore the experiences of informants use small to moderate samples, to “convincingly
demonstrate patterns across a data set,” and yet be “small enough to retain a focus on the
experiences of individual respondents.” Despite recommendations from literature on sample size
for IPA studies, there is very little research on sampling strategy for this tradition. Pietkiewicz
and Smith (2012) suggest a sample size of no more than 15 given the deep focus on each
participant and the feasibility of doing this type of research with large samples. Guetterman
(2015) found that among eleven phenomenological studies in the fields of health and education,
the mean sample size was 21. The rationale for size was either not given, or was attributed to
feasibility (one study), or saturation (four studies). The sample size for this study was determined
by saturation, or the extent to which the data provided a rich and meaningful answer to the
research question (Patton, 1990). Saturation was met when “the data show redundancy and
reveal(ed) no new information (Padgett, 2016, p.134). I aimed for a sample of 15-20 to capture a
range and depth of experiences and allow time for an in depth analysis. I interviewed 19
respondents.
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Recruitment
I recruited respondents primarily through advertising on email list servs including the
Baccalaureate Program Directors (BPD) list serv and the MSW List Serv, both administered by
Indiana University (The Association of Baccalaureate Social Work Program Directors, 2018).
The BPD list serve started out as an information sharing tool among directors and faculty from
BSW programs and has developed into a resource used by over 1500 undergraduate and graduate
faculty from across the US. When I opened 20 consecutive emails sent by users of BPD, 18 out
of 20 were faculty from MSW programs. The MSW list serv currently has 686 users and many
emails on this list are also sent to the BPD list. I also recruited on the Social Policy List Serv
which is administered by a faculty member at Metropolitan University of Denver and currently
has approximately 200 faculty members from both BSW and MSW programs. If a recipient
contacted me with an interest in participating, I screened them to ensure they met criteria before I
decided to set up an interview. I also emailed the recruitment letter directly to faculty in over 50
public institutions across the country. Through snowball sampling (Miles et al., 2013), I asked
respondents to forward my recruitment letter to faculty they knew who met the criteria. If I was
referred a person who did not meet the criteria, I declined to interview them.
Instrumentation
Semi-structured interviews were audio recorded, transcribed and stored using Nvivo
software. I offered face to face interviews (if respondent was located in the New York
metropolitan area), in a private setting, on or off the faculty member’s campus. All interviews
were ultimately done by phone. King et al. (2018) reviewed the literature on the appropriateness
of telephone interviews versus online (video) or face to face interviewing, and found that
researchers who used both telephone interviews and face to face in the same study found their
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data comparable (Diaz & Plunkett, 2018; Sturges & Konrahan, 2004). I transcribed the
interviews myself, which provided an intimate viewpoint on the data. Transcription was a key
method to ensure that I listened to respondents repeatedly and carefully.
I used a semi-structured interview guide (Appendix C) to illicit responses related to the
research questions. The terms used in this study, including the words neoliberalism,
managerialism, and austerity, are not familiar to all academics. Faculty may use other terms to
describe these phenomena, such as cut backs, doing more with less, the business model, or even
corporatization. The questions began with a broad approach that did not expect faculty to know
what neoliberalism or managerialism is or why its emergence is important to their experience as
educators. I began by stating that my research seeks to understand how social work faculty
experience their work in the current context of their program structure, policies, and the overall
institution. In an effort to contextualize the lifeworld of the informant, I asked them to describe
their roles, along with expectations for tenure and promotion. To adhere to the research
questions, I probed to explore how they experience their work, the meaning they attach to those
experiences, and how their work environment intersects with their professional goals.
Methods of Data Analysis
There is no single, definitive method recommended for analyzing data in an IPA study.
There is consensus that analysis should be flexible, and centered on understanding how
respondents makes sense of their experiences. Smith et al. (2009, p. 79) suggest that IPA analysis
be “characterized by a common set of principles, such as moving from the particular to the
shared, and from the descriptive to the interpretive.” In general, the approach should be inductive
and iterative (Smith, 2007), beginning with a line by line accounting of data, followed by
analysis of what the data means for each participant in the context of their environment, and
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ending with the identification of themes and development of a “structure, frame, or gestalt
illustrating the relationship between themes” (Smith et al., 2009, p. 79).
Transcription of data was the first step in analysis, which I did myself as a means to
become intimately acquainted with the data. This process was informed by my own
methodological assumptions about what was important to transcribe and how to transcribe it
(Bailey, 2008). I did not place importance on small talk at the beginning, therefore I left it out, as
well as any interruptions, such as external noises or the respondent’s reactions to them. I chose to
include pauses, hesitations, and made notes about the pace, tone and volume of the respondents’
voices to further inform the content of what they said. I also noted emotion that could not be
transcribed as words, such as laughter and crying, in the transcription.
The transcriptions were uploaded to Nvivo, and I engaged in an initial round of coding.
Data analysis included four key stages as outlined by Pietkiewicz and Smith (2012), specifically
for IPA. The initial stage included a close, repetitive listening and reading of the material with
note taking to record initial observations and insights. The second stage involved the
transformation of notes into emergent themes. In the third phase, I made connections between
emerging themes and labeled them according to groups. The final stage involved writing a
narrative while incorporating verbatim text.
The initial process resulted in 65 codes (see Table 2). Codes with an asterisk next to them
indicate in vivo codes, meaning the title of the code is taken verbatim from a respondent’s
transcript, thus ensuring their voice is honored and prioritized (Miles et al., 2014). It also allows
the “culture” of the respondents to come through in the context of their own language (Miles et
al., 2014, p. 74). These codes were then condensed into 18 major themes. In addition to making
a second and third pass through the data line by line, I ran text queries to search for certain words
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associated with each theme to ensure I did not overlook data and was able to discover text to add
to each theme using this technique. Figure 3 illustrates how the 18 major themes were condensed
into larger super ordinate themes and eventually organized into the salient managerial concepts
that I used to describe the results. The organization of the final conceptualization happened
naturally, as the themes fell into one or more major indicators of managerialism. Table 3
illustrates how the subthemes and themes informed the final conceptualization of data. Finally, I
connected the super ordinate themes with the research questions by looking at how aspects of
teaching, research, and scholarship intersected with each of these concepts. This process was not
linear, as I found myself moving forward and backwards in the data before I came up with the
final conceptualization.
During the analysis process, I wrote memos about codes and their relationships. In
particular, I memoed when I made a comparison between codes to explain what I perceive as
similarities and differences. My own interpretations were noted alongside verbatim dialogue
from informants (Smith & Osborne, 2009). As I recorded the participant’s words, I wrote my
interpretation of their words next to it, which provided a record of both the emic (the
respondents’ sense making) and the etic (my decoding and interpretation of their sense making)
(Pietkiewicz & Smith, 2012). Throughout, I used memos to reflect on how my position as a
researcher influenced my interpretation of the data and as a strategy for staying open to
discovering meaning, especially meaning I did not expect. I recorded the rationale behind the
choices I made to seek more data in particular areas. I relied foremost on direct quotes from
informants to corroborate my interpretations.
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Template Analysis Informed Approach
Template Analysis (TA) is a technique for the ordering and analysis of qualitative data
similar to IPA, with an additional feature that acknowledges the researcher’s a priori conceptions
about the research questions (King & Brooks, 2012). I adopted this aspect of TA to inform my
IPA analysis. Although interview questions for this study began broadly, I probed for
information related to specific areas previously identified in the literature review, such as
workload, tenure, research, assessment, and curriculum. As new information emerged, I added
questions to explore those new areas.
Credibility
The double hermeneutic process is one by which a single researcher makes
interpretations of informant’s interpretations, therefore some critics have raised concerns about
researcher bias and the validity of conclusions made using IPA methods. In order to reduce bias,
I made a thorough audit trail to document my interpretive process with a strong reliance on direct
quotes (Pringl, et al., 2011).
To further establish credibility, I reflected upon the bias I brought to this study. The idea
of forcing relates to a researcher attempting to craft conceptual meaning from data that matches
their expectations or assumptions (Gibson & Hartman, 2014). Since I am a member of the
academic community, I naturally have expectations and assumptions in relation to my research
questions. I attempted to diligently guard against interpreting faculty perceptions as means to
confirm my own views. To do so, I engaged a committee member in peer debriefing by asking
her to review my memos. I also actively sought variations in the data, including information that
negated my beliefs (Mahoney & Goertz, 2004). I engaged respondents in “member checking” by
allowing them to review their transcribed interview, make edits and identify statements they do
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not want quoted directly. Finally, I created an audit trail (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012) to track
how I collected and analyzed data.
Trustworthiness
Trustworthiness refers to the idea that data is “worthy of notice” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
There are many different perspectives on what deems research as trustworthy. Miles, et al. (2014,
p. 294) suggest 13 tactics for ensuring the quality of data, spread out over three main areas,
which include “ensuring the basic quality of data,” “ checking findings by examining early
patterns,” and “taking a skeptical, demanding approach to emerging explanations.” To address
all three of these areas, I chose to employ the tactics of looking for contrasting cases, increasing
the number of cases, triangulation, focusing on outliers, looking for negative evidence, and
finally, checking out rival explanations for the final analysis.
For ensuring data quality, I chose to employ the tactic of “looking purposefully for
contrasting cases (negative, extreme, or countervailing)” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 296). For
example, after hearing from many respondents about the negative aspects of NIH funding for
social work researchers, I sought to learn the perspective of a respondent who had a positive
experience with this type of funding. Another strategy to ensure data quality is to increase the
number of cases, which I did to ensure I heard multiple view points beyond what I expected.
Furthermore, I incorporated the tactic of triangulation. Triangulation, according to
Denzin (2001) can be across methods, data sources, theory, but can also include data type (Miles
et al., 2014). I triangulated across people by developing a sample that had two very distinct
groups consisting of pre-tenured faculty and tenured faculty. These two groups experience the
same environment but from two different perspective. In doing so, I collected data on the
experience of managerialism from faculty who are very new to the field and under a high amount
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of pressure as well as faculty who are nearing retirement and reported feeling little to no
pressure, which “provided triangulation sources that have different foci” (Miles et al., 2009, p.
299) Lastly, I triangulated the data with an outside researcher who read my interpretations of the
data and offered critical feedback.
I checked findings by focusing on outliers. When I read through the transcripts, I
purposively looked for data that negated what the majority were saying, and made sure I
included verbatim narrative from these transcript in my results. In the final analysis, I thought of
the most obvious explanation of the data but held aside the “next best” interpretation as a
possible fit until it became clear which explanation was most plausible.
Ethical Issues
This study was conducted after receiving approval from the City University of New York
Graduate Center’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). I anticipated that faculty might feel
uncomfortable sharing negative beliefs about their institution or program, particularly if they are
not yet tenured. I also recognized that since they may speak critically about their institutions and
administrations, it was important that their confidentiality be safeguarded. In the consent form, I
informed respondents about the risks involved, and that they would have the option to remove,
retract or edit statements after the interview was conducted and transcribed. Confirming my
belief that they may feel vulnerable speaking openly about their experiences, several respondents
asked me to re-explain how I planned to protect their confidentiality prior to the interview, which
made it clear to me that they were only comfortable participating if I was careful to protect their
anonymity. To do so, I disguised their identities by using fictitious names and did not include
information that identified a person’s institution except to specify its Carnegie ranking and size.
One faculty requested that I do not mention her specific race. She explained that she felt that this
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disclosure in addition to her commentary may reveal who she is. I also omitted or altered
information that could identify respondents in other ways, such as their specific research areas of
interest, courses taught, and the number of years at their school. Given the importance of
safeguarding their identity, the description of individual respondents in this section is limited to
gender, race, tenure status, rank, and the Carnegie ranking of their school.
Description of Respondents
There were 19 respondents, including 16 females and three males (Table 1). The sample
included 12 White faculty, one Asian, five biracial (one White/Native American, two
White/Asian, one White/Middle Eastern), one Black, and one whose race I agreed not to identify.
The number of White faculty represents 63% of the sample, which aligns well with an overall
population that includes 65% White faculty. However, whereas the sample includes faculty of
color and White faculty in a representative way, the breakdown of specific race among faculty of
color reveals limitations. Despite efforts to recruit them, the sample includes only one Black
faculty respondent, which represents 5% of my sample vs. 15% in the actual population, and no
faculty identifying as Latino (5% of actual population). Additionally, men represent 29% of the
overall faculty population, and the sample included only 3, or 15% of the sample. Given that
managerialism may impact faculty differently based on race and gender, the limited number of
men suggests that a female perspective more heavily influences these findings.
Eight faculty were tenured and eleven were pre-tenured. Ten faculty were at the Assistant
Professor rank, four at Associate, and five were Full Professors. Twelve different schools are
represented in the sample, with their social work program enrollments ranging from 40 to 2,500.
Nine schools were classified at the Carnegie ranking of R1 (very high research activity), and
three at R2 (high research activity). Six schools are in the Midwest, two in the Southwest, two in
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the Southeast, one on the East Coast, and one on the West Coast (Figure 1). Christine, Jackie and
Rebecca are from the same institution. Evelyn and Gemma are from the same institution.
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Table 1
Informant Characteristics

White

Tenure
States
Pre

Assistant

Carnegie Satus
Designation
R1

Female

Asian

Pre

Assistant

R1

Female

White

Pre

Assistant

R1

Male

White

Tenured

Full

R1

Evelyn

Female

White

Tenured

Associate

R1

Gemma

Female

White

Pre

Associate

R1

Jackie

Female

Black

Pre

Assistant

R1

Julie

Female

Pre

Assistant

R1

Mary

Female

White/Native
American
White/Asian

Pre

Assistant

R1

Melissa

Female

White

Tenured

Associate

R1

Natalie

Female

White

Tenured

Full

R2

Rebecca

Female

White

Pre

Assistant

R1

Sheila

Female

White

Tenured

Full

R2

Sherry

Female

N/A*

Tenured

Assistant

R1

Stacy

Female

White

Tenured

Full

R1

Susan

Female

White/Asian

Pre

Assistant

R1

Sylvia

Female

Pre

Assistant

R1

Tenured

Full

R1

Pre

Associate

R2

Pseudonym

Gender

Race

Abigail

Female

Allison
Christine
Dan

William

Male

White/
Middle
Eastern
White

Paul

Male

White

*Respondent did not want her race identified.

Rank

63
Figure 2
Locations of Schools by Region

Data Collection Methods
I collected data through individual, semi-structured interviews conducted by phone. I
conducted the interview from a private office in my home. I audio recorded interviews using a
hand held digital recorder. All the interviews were between 60 and 90 minutes in length. The
semi structured interview consisted of open ended questions that allowed the respondents and me
to engage in a flexible dialogue. The interviews varied considerably in content and depth,
depending on how the respondents answered questions, and I occasionally “abandon(ed) the
structure and follow(ed) the concerns of the participant,” (Smith, et al., 2009, p.64).
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An interview protocol served as a guide and a reminder to probe for certain topic areas
(Appendix C). The interview included questions that asked respondents to describe their roles,
challenges, and the expectations their institutions has of them in the areas of teaching, research
and scholarship. Respondents often took the interview in various directions depending on what
was most important to them, which I allowed. This approach enabled new and important themes
to emerge that were then incorporated into questions for future respondents. Flexibility with the
interview enabled me to “find out about the participant’s lifeworld” (Smith, et al., 2009), and
reach beyond my own bias.

1
2
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Table 2
Initial Codes
________________________________________________________________________________
Administrative Perspectives
Pressure on Deans
Faculty in the Marketing Role
Faculty Evaluations
Awareness of Managerial
Trends
Cultural Divide*
Reliance on Adjunct Faculty
CSWE Assessment
School Assessment
Diversity, Inclusion, Racism
Changing Curriculum
Faculty of Color feeling
more pressure
Doing More with Less
Expanding Programs

Ranking US News
Overall Climate
Collegiality
Blaming each other
Competition

Changing things from the inside
Working Around It All
Service
Social Work Searching For Identity*
Social Work Values

Feeling Marginalized
Feeling Supported
It’s the New Normal*
Drinking the Koolaid*
Profits over values
Walking on eggshells*
Feeling Stuck at Associate *

Rhetoric vs. Reality*
Struggling Students
Students Have Changed*
Attitudes Towards Teaching
Teaching Supports
Buying Out Teaching
Student Evaluations

Race and Gender
Emphasis on EBP

Faculty Governance
Academic Freedom
Union Influence
Competition for Funding
Fundability of Research
Funding Expectations
Fundraising
NIH Funding
Meeting Market Demand
Carnegie Ranking
Interdisciplinary Work

High Impact Journals
Making Research Fit
Narrowing Research
Quantitative Preferred
Raising the Bar on Productivity*
Being a Producer, not a Teacher*
Addressing Symptoms, not Structures*
Research expectation for Pre Tenures
Research supports
Protecting Junior Faculty*
Response and Resistance

Teaching Load
Conflicting Information on
Tenure Process*
Manage My Anxiety*
Tenure at Risk
Tenure Expectations
Pressed for Time*
Work Life Balance
Trends in Faculty Searches
Changing Candidates
Lucky to Be Where I Am*
Strategic Job Searching
Enhancing Reputation
Funding Impact on Status

*Indicates In Vivo Code
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Figure 3
From Themes to Super Ordinate Themes
______________________________________________________________________
Themes
Assessment
Program Structures
Race and Gender
Curriculum
Doing More with Less

Super Ordinate Themes
Productivity
Expansion
Do more
Research
Time
Market Demand
Race and Gender

Expansion
Faculty Governance
Funding

Efficiency
Funding
Doing More with Less
Program Structure

Market Demand
Overall Climate
Promotion

Accountability
Assessment
Promotion
Tenure

Tenure
Research
Response
Service
Time
Trends and Change

Standardization
Curriculum
Research topics
Response/Resistance
Faculty Governance
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Table 3
Final Data Conceptualization

Productivity

Teaching

Service

Emphasis on
enrollment and
retention

Online teaching

Program expansion
and more
offerings/branding/
marketing)

Restructure roles of
faculty; heavy
reliance on non
tenure track clinical
faculty and adjunct
teaching

More time spent on
assessment
committees

“Protection” of pretenures from
service and
teaching

More expected from
faculty of color in
era of inclusion and
diversity

Tenured faculty
doing bulk of
service or
committee workwhich makes
efficient use of pretenures’ time

Less time spent on
faculty governance,
which is diminished
in importance

Scholarship

Efficiency

Pressure to increase
number of federal
grants and
publications

Use of Adjuncts

Narrow the focus of
research to fit
preferred funding
sources

Accountability

Standardization

College wide
assessment cultures

Creation of
standardized
curriculum; master
CSWE accreditation syllabi and assignments
process
The new position of
Student evaluations Curriculum
Coordinator

Since service
expectations are
lowered,
accountability for
service is not
apparent.
Faculty don’t
believe that faculty
governance is worth
their time

Scholarship
monitored for
impact factor scores,
peer reviewed,
Carnegie ranking
status and US News
and World Report

Researchers are
retrofitting their
research to conform to
standards regarding
what to study, where to
publish, and where to
seek grants.
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Limitations
Interpretive phenomenology aims to develop a rich and meaningful understanding from a
small number of informants, or “cases”. An inherent tension in this methodology is the urge to
narrowly define the sample in an effort to find commonalities, but not make it so narrow that the
experiences are viewed as wholly unique (Smith, et al., 2009). However, Pringle et al. (2005)
claim that cases that are different than most may have the most useful information in terms of
understanding experience of phenomena. These cases provide important information about how a
person’s unique characteristics and individuality informs their experience. Therefore, a small
number of respondents (3-4) are repeatedly quoted and referred to throughout the results
chapters, because they were more forthcoming and open with responses. I took the opportunity to
go “deeper” with these respondents to get a more in depth viewpoint. Their viewpoints were not
in conflict with what other’s said, however their responses were often longer and more detailed.
The sample may be limited to those who felt compelled in some way to speak about the
topic and those who had time to do so. Some faculty may have interpreted a study about
“changes in higher education” as an opportunity to air grievances which would naturally attract
those who have them. Additionally, the sample may be devoid of respondents who are
experiencing high stress in their workplace. Two people responded to say that although they felt
compelled to participate, they did not have time, even though they could have scheduled an
interview up to two months in advance.
Conclusion
This chapter began with a reiteration of the research questions and was followed by my
rationale for choosing Interpretive Phenomenology as a methodology and Street Level
Bureaucracy as an orienting theoretical framework. I made my position explicit, including my
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epistemological stance and its relationship to IPA and the research questions. I provided a
detailed account of the data collection, analysis processes, and a description of respondents and
their institutions. Finally, I described the ethics and limitations of the research design.
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CHAPTER IV: CONCEPUTALIZING MANAGERIALISM
Abramovitz and Zelnick (2018) define managerialism as the operationalization of
privatization, a key neoliberal strategy in human service organizations. More specifically,
managerialism imports business principles and methods into organizations that alter the structure
and operation of their work. Based on their extensive literature review, Abramovitz and Zelnick
(2015) identified four key components of managerialism: productivity, efficiency, accountability,
and standardization. This research applies the definition of managerialism and these component
parts to institutions of higher education.
As higher education becomes more responsible for its own funding, universities turn to
managerialism to increase productivity, efficiency, accountability and standardization.
Productivity is often defined as producing more output, but it is better understood as dependent
on the relationship between output, input, and the quality of output. In higher education, the
labor of faculty, staff, and the cost of facilities represent input. The desired output is traditionally
considered to be the number of degrees awarded and the revenue produced by research (National
Research Council, 2012). Efficiency is defined as increasing productivity with the same or
reduced resources. Teegan (2002, n.p. ) further defines efficiency as “the minimum resource
level that is theoretically required to run the desired operations in a given system compared to
how much resources are actually used.” Accountability is the monitoring of quantity and quality
of output, using performance measures that focus on counting, tracking, or otherwise quantifying
outputs. This includes the number of students enrolled or retained, degrees awarded, research
dollars raised, and the number of publications. Although clear measures to quantify or monetize
quality have not been clearly established (Powell et al., 2012), the use of quantified performance
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measures increasingly shape and control academic products, including classroom content,
teaching success, research topics, and grants received.
Measuring accountability works best when the product is standardized (Gibbs, 2010). In
higher education, this manifests as prepackaged curriculum used across sections, which makes it
easier to control curricular delivery and outcomes and manage transient and contingent faculty
(Schapper & Mayson, 2005). In the area of research, the pressure for standardization encourages
faculty work to fit their scholarship into preferred publications (high impact) and funding sources
(federal/NIH), which require them to narrow the focus and scope of scholarship. By facilitating
quantification, standardization contributes to productivity and efficiency.
Figure 4 depicts the flow of resources and their relationship to measurements of
productivity, efficiency, accountability, and standardization.
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Figure 4
The Relationships Between Key Components of Managerialism in Higher Education

Efficiency:

Accountability:

Increase productivity without
increasing cost or by
lowering cost

Tracking quantity and
quality of output by
monitoring performance

Input:

Transformation:

Output (Productivity)

Faculty, Capital,
Equipment, Energy

Teaching
Scholarship
Service

Degrees Awarded
Credits completed
Research/Publications
Grants

Standardization
of curriculum and
research to support
efficiency

The data reported here suggests that social work faculty experience each of the four
features of managerialism: productivity, efficiency, accountability, and standardization. The
following four chapters present evidence of the ways in which each component affects faculty
scholarship, teaching, and university service, as well as faculty responses to managerial pressure.
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CHAPTER IV: PRODUCTIVITY
Productivity is a key component of the business model associated with managerialism.
As previously defined, it refers to doing more work to increase revenue, prestige or status. In
universities, managerialism creates productivity pressures that in turn get translated into new and
varied demands for scholarship, teaching, and service.
Productivity and Scholarship
Respondents identified two major themes associated with productivity and scholarship;
pressure to publish more articles and pressure to secure more grants. Respondents described
rising productivity pressures that shape their work and affected their ability to balance work and
family life. Faculty reported pressure to increase scholarship (publications and fundraising)
during their doctoral training, during their own job search, as a job search committee member,
and/or from knowledge of their own institutional tenure process.
Publications
Faculty are under pressure to publish more. Dan, a long-time tenured faculty member
from a large research 1 (R1) school explained, “I think that virtually all faculty with very few
exceptions have ratcheted up the number of publications they produce every year, so I think that
has become much more important.” Christine, whose school is seeking a higher Carnegie
ranking, stated: “expectations are definitely increasing” … “there is more pressure on us.”
However, because the administration had not made the expectations explicit, she was unsure how
to quantify them. In general, most respondents estimated that between two and seven
publications are expected per year, prior to tenure. However, indicating a lack of clarity, they
added, “this is what I understand from others” or “this is what I heard.”
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Grants and Funding
Universities expect faculty to write grants and secure funding through grants for their
research and scholarship. According to Evelyn, a tenured faculty from a large program, “It was
always expected that faculty would attempt to get grants and would hopefully get them, but with
more emphasis on the pursuing and not the outcomes. Now, there is a growing expectation that
they actually get grants, especially federal money.” Some respondents reported that their schools
expect faculty to seek external funding, but tenure does not always depend on succeeding. For
example, Allison’s school does not require faculty to receive funding to be tenured, but still
encourages a funding “trajectory” leading to a large federal grant. Allison feels comfortable with
this, but worries it might change. She, like many other faculty, explained that the unwritten
nature of these expectations created troublesome uncertainty. Sylvia, also a tenured faculty in a
large program, reported that expectations for funding have both increased, and become less
explicit: “When I first started it was clearly stated…. You don’t have to have funding for tenure.
This position hasn’t [officially] changed, but it sort of feels like a ding if you don’t have it now.”
She describes the reason for the change as being “a money making thing.”
Although some faculty may not need funding for their particular type of research, an
unspoken expectation to get it seems to exist. Sylvia talked about the emergence of new methods
that reduce the cost of data collection, such as policy mapping, content analysis, and discourse
analysis. She explained that using these methods does not remove the pressure to obtain grants,
noting, “there is a lot of debate in our school about certain topics that don’t need a lot of funding.
But I think in the end, people know you have to do something to get funding, whatever that looks
like.”
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Productivity and Faculty Job Searches
Criteria used by faculty search committees clearly reflects changing scholarship
expectations. Faculty report a major increase in number of publications appearing on the
curriculum vitaes of applicants to their programs. Some feared that if this level of productivity
became the standard, expectations would rise for them as well. Gemma, nearing her tenure
review, stated that at the moment, her school’s publication expectations seem “reasonable”
relative to other Research 1 universities. But she also worries that they may increase. “It’s been
interesting to watch the job market change every year and see so many candidates with twice as
many publications than even mine three years ago. This is only going to make expectations even
higher for those of us who are already here.”
Susan, who is also close to applying for tenure, adds that top tier schools now expect this
higher level of productivity. Some faculty view this increased publication productivity among
recent doctoral graduates as reflecting more volume than substance. According to Stacy, a
tenured faculty from a large R1 school, doctoral programs encourage more publications with
little attention to what, or where, articles are published. She believes that consequently, many
candidates come in with “garbage publications.” Schools are also actively and increasingly
recruiting new faculty based on their ability to secure research grant funds. Sheila recalls that
her school decided not to hire a recent candidate who stated that she did not intend to seek
funding. Shelia explained that her school and faculty “want people who will at least attempt to
get external money, because our school needs the money.”
Impact of Rising Productivity Demands on Faculty
Rising productivity pressures related to scholarship affect faculty differently based on
their setting, tenure status, race and/or gender. Almost all report that mounting scholarship
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pressures create considerable stress. Some experience frustration and confusion, especially when
expectations are not clear. The unspecified mandate to “do more” seems to throw faculty off
balance. Gemma and Christine both felt blindsided by the news of rising expectations. When
Gemma’s mentor informed her that expectations rose from two publications a year to three to
five, she wondered,
When did this happen? So I am finding this out about a year and a half before I go
up and I’m like, it would have been nice to know this before now. So now I don’t
even know. I am just aiming for the middle ground and going for three
(publications), but yes, it has changed right out from under me.
Gemma recalled that when her mentor later explained that the number of publications
needed for tenure might jump to seven, she said “it’s kind of tough that you are telling me this
now.” Christine had a similar reaction. She says she “freaked out” and “went to senior faculty”
after hearing from colleagues that expectations are going up. The person she consulted indicated
that this was “ridiculous.” Christine concluded that whomever was spreading the rumor, “likes
the power or the drama of freaking junior faculty out.”
Faculty also described the other working conditions as problematic. In an elevated voice,
Melissa said,
It’s always that we can do more with less! Everyone is focused on getting to the
next meeting, and the next grant, and the next publications… that’s the feeling;
even if it’s not the 100% reality-- that nothing else matters but that, and that is
where all the work should be going, and you are a sucker if you want to do work
in other areas.
The talk of increased expectations by Jackie’s colleagues generated confusion and anxiety.
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I am trying to manage my own anxiety but in the office you hear (people say
things like), ‘I had 10 publications or just got 50 million dollars’ (laugh) which
just pushes your anxiety again. You have to be resolute in your own research
agenda. It has to be strong and sturdy or it could be a crazy journey.
Impact on Women, Mothers and Women of Color
Productivity pressures created problems for women faculty trying to balance the demands
of work and family life. Melissa, a tenured faculty at a large university, spoke about how
productivity pressures affect women and mothers in particular: “One of the biggest strains I see
around issues of productivity is around work-life balance and it falls hardest on women. How can
you do it all and can you even have children and still do this?” As if to underscore her point
about work-life balance, Melissa requested that our interview take place at 9:30 pm while she
was driving home. She said she was pressed for time but felt the interview was important.
Jackie, a Black, pre-tenured faculty and a mother, shared Melissa’s views about parenting
but with a focus on race. She explained that while her colleagues may have the freedom to work
at night and to connect with each other on campus, her family responsibilities prevent this. She
worries that not being able to “do all the after-hours stuff” will harm her reputation, especially as
a faculty of color: “What does it subjectively mean in terms of how you are described as a
faculty of color? Because that’s a concern of mine. Do I appear friendly? Do I appear collegial?”
Jackie faces increased pressures to produce but also reports that she must make additional time to
present herself as available, and collegial to counteract racially-driven stereotypes, or what she
calls “micro aggressions.”
You would like to think that people who evaluate you are objective, but we know
they are not. Society caricatures Black women. Even though we had a great role
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model in the White House, it doesn’t matter your level of ascension, those
caricatures follow you, so being described as the angry Black woman, or your
decisions about closing your door or being told ‘we haven’t see you in a while’…
perhaps in fact they are insinuating that I’m not working enough? So, these are
the micro aggressions that you hear from time to time.
Tenured Versus Pre-tenured Faculty
Productivity pressures vary based on the type of university and length of time
respondents have been at the university. Melissa, tenured with 20 years of experience, notes that
rising productivity expectations at her large, R1 school had a different impact on faculty
socialized to the “old school” norms versus “new school” norms. She indicated that the former
group, including tenured faculty, are worried that due to rising productivity demands, they might
not be promoted to full professor, leaving them feeling “stuck and marginalized.” She observed,
I am even an example. I came in [year] and received tenure fairly soon after we
got a new Dean. Then the school shifted [emphasis] from teaching to scholarship
and research. Folks in my position who were really seeking a balance between
teaching and research got kind of stuck. So there are a number of us in that
associate role with an unlikely ability to mount a bid for full professor because the
sheer numbers [of expected publications] have changed [as well as] the type of
research expected.
Even though she received tenure, Melissa felt the school no longer valued her type of
productivity, leaving her feeling marginalized. To counter this, she opted for a significant
administrative role, but this reduced her time for research.
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I was a little burned out from teaching and trying to do it “all” so administration
seemed like a good way to contribute and use more skills, and more of myself,
and it has been. But that also has compounded my ability to become [a] full
[professor] because now I have a lot more catch up to do. But [administration]
was more interesting to me and seemed more strategic than killing myself to try to
get full. We have a number of associates that are just stopping at associate. They
have no intention of going for full.
Christine, a first-year pre-tenured faculty at a rapidly expanding R1, also observed a difference
among faculty perceptions of older and newer faculty based on their productivity.
[Name of school] used to be a school with no pressures on research, and so there
are faculty that were here then….[Now] there is tension around the fact that the
faculty who have been here a while feel judged [while] the younger faculty think
they are so “cool.” A lot of us come from the top ten schools [doctoral programs].
I also think the older faculty feel that what they have done or are doing now is
less valued.
Some Faculty Experience Less Productivity Pressures
Mary, a pre-tenured faculty at what she describes as a “less competitive” R1 university, is
not sure that her school has raised expectations.
I think (the expectations are) pretty stable... as a bare minimum. If you were only
doing two (papers) a year you would have to be contributing substantially in other
areas. Or maybe subjectively it’s stable--on paper it’s not increasing --but might
be in our minds? (laugh).
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Julie, a pre-tenured faculty at a smaller R1 university, also reports that expectations are
“surprisingly not (increasing) at my school. Not to a level where it impairs my ability to fulfill
my ability to pursue tenure.” Rebecca, who is at a mid-size R1, reported rising expectations but
seemed unperturbed by the shift.
They went up from 14 to 15 publications (to get tenure). But we have been told
that this number is the bare minimum and if we want to be comfortable we should
go over it. This wasn’t shocking to me at all when they did that. It was like,
whatever, we are all aiming for above that anyway.
Productivity and Teaching
The increased productivity requirements affect teaching as well as scholarship. While
demands for publications and grant funding have risen, universities reduce time spent on
teaching for some full time faculty members. To support tenure track faculty engaged in
research, program administrators at schools of social work have reduced the teaching load for
both tenured and pre-tenured faculty engaged in research. Some faculty use their grant funding to
“buy out” teaching courses, while others negotiate the specifics of their workload as part of their
contract at hire.
As a result of this re-structuring of work, most pre-tenured faculty report having ample
time for research. All but one respondent described their teaching loads as reasonable and did not
expect them to rise. All, without exception, reported that their teaching loads were either 2:2,
(two classes in the fall and two in the spring) or 2:3, with an “expectation to buy out,” according
to Rebecca. Melissa reported that her expected load actually had gone down from 3:3 to a 2:3
recently. Some pre-tenured faculty were offered course reductions in their first year, with some
reporting teaching only 1:1, and sometimes less. By contrast, Paul works at a small R2 school
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indicated that his teaching load might go up. He explained that his administration is considering
raising the teaching load for graduate faculty from 3:2 to be in “more in line” with the
undergraduate faculty who teach 4:4. He worries about this as he feels that “at 3:2 it’s hard to do
scholarship.”
Many schools also discourage pre-tenured faculty from teaching too many different
courses to reduce multiple course preparations. Several faculty used the word “protect” to
describe this re-structuring of their work. From a tenured faculty’s perspective, Dan explained,
…we encourage assistant professors until they get tenure not to teach too many
different courses. So most assistant professors teach only two or three different
courses over the course of the first six years, so they don’t have as many course
preps and also they can cultivate their ability in the limited amount of courses
rather than have to prepare for so many different courses. So that’s another way in
which we protect. I don’t know if protect is exactly the right word, but we enable
assistant professors to succeed to a greater extent than in the past.
Allison, a pre-tenured faculty from a large Research 1 school, benefits from a well-funded,
behavioral health-oriented research agenda, in a niche area. She also used the word “protect”
when describing her supports. She faces increasing expectations but like Jackie, felt confident
that she could achieve them, perhaps because she has a very narrow research topic and typically
works alone. She explained, “To be honest, I feel like I am protected everywhere I go. My work
is a very specific and therefore I don’t need to collaborate. I do not participate in administrative
roles or with the students. Part of my personality is that I like research and I don’t like
administrative work that much, so I sort of avoid it.” The interviewer clarified that her use of the
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word “administrative” referred to service work, such as sitting on committees, or advising
students.
The reduction of teaching workload of so many full- time faculty has led schools of
social work and universities to hire more clinical and adjunct faculty to teach. Jackie, who enjoys
research, expressed excitement that her already large school was hiring more clinical faculty to
meet the need for more instructors, whereas the new tenure track faculty would be mainly
responsible for research.
We are hiring several new tenure track and clinical faculty. This is all very
exciting –there is also a push for tenure track to be more focused on research
and clinical faculty to focus on teaching. There is a big emphasis on research so
having the clinical faculty there so we can have a reduced teaching load is really
important.
Productivity and Service
Rising pressure for productivity in scholarship has led to reduced service demands,
especially for pre- tenured faculty members. Similar to evidence presented in the teaching
section of this chapter, respondents reported that their schools demand little to no service from
pre- tenured faculty, so that they can devote time to producing scholarship. Although it is unclear
whether service expectations differ from prior years, all the pre-tenured faculty reported that
service activities accounted for only 10% to 20% of their workload. Abigail explains that “there
is a culture of protecting junior faculty from service,” so much so “that there is a joke that the
day you get tenure, it’s ‘congratulations now you have a lot more committee work’.” Allison
does no service, having been hired with a contract that released her from service work for the
first three years. She reasons this type of release is available because “there is a tendency to
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protect junior faculty” and also so that “schools can attract new candidates.” For Christine, who
also does little to no service, this arrangement is very comfortable. She reports that she “is loving
this first year” as she only spends about ten hours per week on teaching, and the remaining 30
are dedicated to research.
In brief, in the increasingly managerialist environment, schools expect pre-tenured
faculty to prioritize research over teaching and service while tenured faculty with research
funding can “buy out” their teaching and service responsibilities. These arrangements create a
clear differential among faculty, a potentially problematic two-tiered system with funded
researchers having more leverage and control over their work than those without funded
research, and more status. And yet in some instances, some pre-tenured faculty worried they
would receive extra service responsibilities once they achieve tenure- reducing their ability to be
productive. Gemma, for example, says she expects to get more service once she is tenured, and
that tenured faculty may regard this as payback for earlier reduced work loads.
I don’t serve on committees, except an orientation for MSW students, but other
than that not much. But I have been told that the second I get tenure I will be
doing loads of service. I think there is some bitterness on the part of the tenured
faculty that we are protected as much as we are so that when we get tenure they
are going to dump a lot of this service on us.
Evelyn, who is tenured, concurs. “Yes, there is kind of a sense that pre-tenured faculty are really
worried about becoming associate because they hear and see that once you lose that assistant
status you are really saddled with all this work for the organization.” She believes that tenured
faculty are expected to “pull their weight” and that in her school, if that is not done through
research and funding, the school expects tenured faculty do more service. That is, if tenured
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faculty are not getting big research grants, they will be “saddled” with greater service
responsibility.
Productivity, Service, and Faculty of Color
Service demands fall especially hard on faculty of color, even if in institutions where it is
not (officially) required. It is well known that students of color regularly seek out faculty of color
for mentorship. Moreover, universities often ask faculty of color to participate in school-based
diversity and inclusion initiatives. These faculty value this work and view it as an important part
of their role in the school. Susan points out that “market forces are pushing on us (to diversify
the student body) but my concern is that it looks good on paper but the execution isn’t there.”
She explains further that while universities admit more diverse and non traditional students, they
are not providing them with adequate supports. Hence, faculty of color end up picking up the
slack. Susan, a bi-racial faculty member takes on the extra work willingly, calling it “emotional
labor that goes unrecognized,” but that there is “intrinsic work and value in doing it, so it is
worth it to me.” She believes that if she mentors students of color, they may have a better
experience than she did in her graduate program. She movingly described her experience as a
mentor.
I do know that in the everyday moment there are certain interactions I have with
students that instrumentally help them. And.. it’s.. it’s good to have… I am
getting emotional, sorry- (starts to cry) it’s good to have people who will reinforce
the positive throughout the struggle.”
Susan continued that this additional work was worth the effort.
For me it’s about reframing what the purpose of higher education is, and I have
come to the realization that the impact I have working with these individuals will
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probably mean more to the greater society than most of my research, and I think
that is a fair and honest statement… I have an office on the first floor of my
building and I have the door open. So students know I am here and available.
Students often seek out faculty of color just to work with them, even if they don’t share areas of
interest. Jackie, a Black faculty member, explained that a student of color chose her as a mentor
over a White faculty whose research more closely matched the student’s interests. The student
explained that she made this choice because as a student she had “limited opportunities for
mentorship” from a Black faculty member. Jackie finds herself mentoring new colleagues of
color as well.
There is a whole subtext for faculty of color, particularly women of color.
Because I have had a few more years here than some of my colleagues, I find
myself mentoring them as well on some of the issues, you know, maybe they felt
slighted or how they managed this or that. So sometimes I feel like I have so
many meetings. Students just sometimes need reassurance.
Jackie added that as a mother of young children, she has very little time to spend on activities
outside her research. Yet she takes on service she is not expected to do because it is meaningful
to her.
Conclusion
Productivity pressure, or the pressure to do more, is evident across scholarship, teaching
and service. In a managerial environment, schools expect faculty to produce more publications
and get more grants. To make room for this, schools reduce the workloads of research-funded
faculty by shifting teaching and service responsibilities to non-research faculty and even more to
adjuncts and clinical faculty who are hired to take up the slack. The resulting two- tiered system
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created activates managerialism’s market principles, encouraging competition for success among
individual entrepreneurial faculty, and undercutting a sense of community The next chapter
examines faculty experience with efficiency pressures, as they are asked to navigate productivity
pressures in an environment of reduced resources.
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CHAPTER VI: EFFICIENCY
Efficiency is a key indicator of managerialism and is closely related to productivity. If
productivity refers to “doing more,” efficiency corresponds to “doing more with less.” An
efficient process minimizes the use of resources to arrive at a productivity goal. Strategies for
efficiency shape scholarship and teaching.
Efficiency in Scholarship
In scholarship, the demand for efficiency is linked to pressure for grant funding as a way
to produce revenue as well as to increase productivity in publications. Although schools of social
work have always welcomed grants, some faculty reported increased pressure to secure federal
grants, especially from the National Institutes of Health (NIH), because they pay a large ratio of
indirect costs. NIH funding is efficient because unlike foundation funding, it provides the school
considerable revenue needed to make up for the loss of overall funding. These NIH funds are
especially useful since they can be spent on operations, including upgrades to facilities and
salaries for administrative and support staff (see literature review for in depth explanation of
indirect costs).
Reflecting the underlying efficiency goals, faculty used monetized language to describe
this funding trend. Dan said, “it’s the coin of the realm,” Abigail referred to NIH funding as the
“golden ticket,” Rebecca said “this is how to slam dunk your tenure,” and Evelyn likened it to
entry into an exclusive “club.” NIH funds Evelyn’s research, and she reported feeling pressure
from the time of hire, because “not everybody has the same strengths, and I think part of the
pressure I felt to apply for federal funding had to do with the indirect costs issue.” Rebecca
explains that this type of grant is not only lucrative for schools, it helps establish prestige.
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NIH has the full indirect costs associated from it. So from a business standpoint it
brings in a lot of money. It also brings a lot of prestige and demonstrates that
social work is playing with the big dogs. If you think of the biggest funders as the
Department of Defense, NSF, and NIH… NIH is the most closely aligned with
the type of research we do, so it has everything to do with demonstrating that we
are a research profession as opposed to just a practice profession. It doesn’t
overlap with my agenda, but I think its popularity has to do with us having an
inferiority complex that we are trying to beat back.
Faculty who pursue this money must have research interests that align with NIH. This can lead to
a “narrowing” of research topic or a standardization of one’s agenda, a known outcome of
managerialism, (for more on standardization, see next chapter). Except for Evelyn, faculty did
not have NIH funding, although many pursued it.
Grant Funding: An Efficient Use of University Resources
Universities appear to consider time and resources spent on securing funding as an
efficient use of resources. Christine confirmed that “NIH is so popular because it allows for 50%
indirect costs, which supports the infrastructure of the school, so they don’t have to rely just on
student tuition and state support.” Indeed, increased funding reduces the drain on other university
revenues leading some schools to invest in their research infrastructure. However, the strategy of
seeking bigger grants that pay more indirect costs is not necessarily efficient if it is costing
schools more money to increase production of scholarship. The data show that the research
infrastructure necessary to support large federal grants is apparent in some schools and not in
others.
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Jackie explained that her very large R1 university has an office dedicated to research,
where “they help you navigate the entire process, the red tape, the bureaucracy; they give you as
much or as little help as you need. This has been great for me, as I have limited grant writing
experience.” Sherry’s school is also moving towards developing more infrastructure for research,
but for now she pieces together resources from other university departments. She reports that she
“gets some funds but not from my own school.” She goes to a budget office that services the
whole university, but because it is understaffed, she rarely gets access to support. She used her
own funds to consult with a biostatistician, but the school recently contracted with a person to
provide this type of consultation weekly. Natalie reported that her institution wants to achieve
certain funding and scholarship goals, to put it on par with their flagship school (they are a
smaller school within their state system). However, they cannot achieve these goals without
adding more resources. She points out that this may be easier for departments such as
“engineering where they have for profit entities and collaborations but for those of us in social
sciences it’s much harder to get federal grants… you really need connections, a reputation and
infrastructure.”
Efficiency in Teaching
Efficiency in teaching is achieved through a heavy reliance on adjuncts; a clear case of
maximizing resources or “doing more with less,” which is the source of another divide among
the faculty. This two-tiered strategy is efficient to the extent that it creates a dual benefit, by
ensuring courses are taught by the least expensive faculty and freeing up time for full-time
faculty to generate research. Like the point made earlier by Rebecca regarding NIH and prestige,
Dan explains how investing in research is prioritized over teaching because it serves to enhance
the reputation and marketability of the school.
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A far higher percentage of our courses are taught by adjunct faculty than they ever
were before which is obviously from a fiscal perspective, much less expensive.
What it does is enable resources to be shifted to tenure track faculty so that they
can engage in research. The reason for that is that the school wants to enhance its
reputation and its ranking, and so does the university. And the way to do that is
not by lifting the reputation of its educational program, but by lifting its
scholarship and research profile.
This example illustrates “doing more for less” because the use of adjuncts means courses are
taught for the lowest cost, and the tenure track faculty’s time (which is more expensive) can then
be used to generate income and enhance reputation.
The expanded use of adjuncts is a major sea change in higher education, including social
work. Gemma reported that her program is “totally reliant on adjuncts and teaching (clinical)
faculty.” In Mary’s program “you might have five sections and only one taught by a tenure track
faculty member.” William acknowledged the value of adjuncts as active practitioners but pointed
out the “costs” of this efficiency. He explains that most adjuncts are poorly integrated into the
school. Therefore, “they are disconnected from the curriculum, they come to campus, teach their
courses and go home,” and additionally, they are not involved in research. The increased use of
adjuncts reflect still another goal of managerialism- undercutting the tenure system, by
increasing job insecurity and university control of full-time faculty.
Re-organizing Program Structure for Efficiency
In addition to adding more adjunct professors, universities pursue efficiency by hiring
full time non- tenure track faculty mainly dedicated to teaching. Often referred to as “clinical
faculty,” they have a MSW and substantial experience in the field. Jackie is a pre-tenured faculty
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who changed schools to work at an institution with more resources for research. Her current
school is well-resourced. She attributes this partly to the hiring of lower-paid adjuncts and
clinical faculty. Jackie’s prior institution didn’t have clinical faculty and she carried a 4:4
teaching load, which she said “made it difficult to keep up with research demands.” William’s
school also decided to use clinical faculty to focus specifically on teaching as a means to control
the quality of the field practicum for students, while at the same time ensuring tenure track
faculty have time for research. He says this restructuring ensures that “we can build a world
class research program.” Stacy describes the rationale for hiring clinical faculty in her program:
“they teach a 3:3 and have no research responsibilities. It’s a way to have a sustainable, strong
teaching core.”
Managerial practices often creates internal conflict that undermines the sense of
community. For example, clinical faculty have less power than both pre-tenured faculty and
tenured faculty. They are not eligible for tenure track positions, although some who engage in
research may qualify for promotion. At Evelyn’s school, clinical faculty do not have full voting
privileges until they have been a member of the faculty for a certain amount of time. She
believes this negatively affects their morale, and their relationship with tenure track faculty
highlights the internal tension that accompany managerialism.
Oh, I could talk a lot about morale over the last few years (laugh). But my general
sense is that morale among the clinical faculty is particularly low….that is the
narrative I hear, yeah they are feeling it and I think sometimes they are attributing
responsibility for this to the tenure track faculty in some ways.
Evelyn adds that tenure track faculty often hesitate to support more power and voice for clinical
faculty. Sensing the potential impact of managerialism on the tenure system, they fear that
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administrators will begin to think that tenure track faculty are no longer needed if clinical faculty
have the same privileges they do: “There were some very vocal faculty on the tenure track who
were against it who I think are scared about tenure going away and are really fearful.” She
explained that they are afraid that if clinical faculty have equal voting rights this will further
“erode tenure” and that this has unnecessarily caused some bitter feelings among faculty. She
effectively indicates how managerialism pits one group of faculty against another.
Tenure track faculty shouldn’t be blaming (clinical faculty) for tenure being under
threat, nor should (clinical faculty) be blaming tenure track faculty for their
getting the short end of the stick. I think all of us are somewhat victims of these
changes that I don’t think are unique for our university. I think this is higher
education in transformation and we are all challenged by it.
Conclusion
The managerial strategy of efficiency intensifies as programs attempt to meet
productivity goals with shrinking resources. In scholarship, this manifests as a preference for
federal grants that pay the highest indirect costs. Schools also restructured responsibilities to
ensure that faculty time is spent in ways that bring the highest return in grant dollars and
enhanced reputation. To this end, universities have restructured teaching; relying heavily on a
large number of lower-paid adjunct and clinical faculty. The resulting two tiered system of
research versus teaching roles and full time versus part time creates a divide that may lead to a
loss of a sense of community that is compatible with social work values and mission.
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CHAPTER VII: ACCOUNTABILITY
The assessment of teaching, scholarship and service has a long and important record in
higher education. In the effort to ensure accountability, universities historically center the tenure
review process on assessment of these key areas. Along with productivity and efficiency, the
advent of managerialism has intensified assessment by increasing the use of quantifiable
measures of faculty performance and compliance with specified teaching and research standards.
Universities also use accountability measures to produce quantified data that can be used for
accreditation, to establish or enhance a university’s Carnegie ranking, to influence their US News
and World Report ranking, and to provide data to constituents (students, families, taxpayers,
government).
Assessment of Social Work Programs
CSWE Accreditation
CSWE accreditation represents a type of program assessment (see literature review for
detailed explanation of CSWE accreditation). CSWE accreditation criteria was established upon
its inception in 1952 and has have evolved over time, with curriculum content and structure as
the focus. In 2008, and mirroring the K-12 education assessment trends (the Common Core),
CSWE adopted a competence based education framework for its Educational Policy and
Accreditation Standards (EPAS) that aligned with “related health and human professions,” and
“involves assessing students’ ability to demonstrate competencies [in practice]” (CSWE, 2015,
n.p.). The timing of this change illustrates managerialism’s spread throughout social service
organizations and social work education simultaneously.
CSWE first set forth a set of ten competencies in 2008, but dropped it to nine in 2015.
Aligning with managerialism’s drive for quantified outcome, programs increasingly set their
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own benchmarks against which they measure student performance on assignments and in the
field placement. To collect data efficiently, many schools have standardized their curriculum;
that is adopt identical syllabi, and “key” assignments for all classes in each course area. Faculty
committees plan and coordinate syllabi, data collection and reporting. In effect, faculty must
monitor themselves and other faculty. Prior to the accreditation site visit, schools submit a
lengthy self study that provides details of their curriculum and their method for ensuring that
students achieve competency in each of the nine areas.
Given that pre-tenured faculty are not heavily involved with service and are less likely to
sit on assessment committees, this section relies mostly on reports from tenured faculty. Abigail,
a pre-tenured faculty explained: “we have an MSW director who coordinates all that; senior
faculty really do all of it. I have been shielded from it.” Every tenured faculty interviewed
indicated that the CSWE assessment process takes up an inordinate amount of resources, and that
it is a “waste of time.” William described it as a “total charade.” He is not opposed to evaluating
outcomes, but felt strongly that the current emphasis on competencies was not useful. In his
view, “listing [CSWE mandated] competencies at the front end of a syllabi and then using a
grade on an assignment to measure that competency is pure nonsense,” essentially referring to
this process as ineffective.
Melissa is also critical of assessment. She reports that she and her colleagues are
continuously and willingly engaged in “documenting, collecting and assessing data around
program improvements. ” Like William, she believes that the CSWE competency evaluation is
“not really getting us anywhere.” She adds that dedicating school resources to measure student
mastery of competencies takes away from the time and resources needed to actually improve the
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program. She explains: “if it isn’t used to improve schools than it is just an exercise for the
accrediting body to say it is assessing schools.”
Natalie agreed with both William and Melissa. She asked, “you wonder if all of this
(assessment) is producing a better product... because we all create our own instruments that just
reinforce what we teach.” Natalie wants to ensure that her students are learning. She says that she
has done this “for years without the rubrics” that her school now requires to assess key
assignments for CSWE accreditation. In a strong, and somewhat angry voice, she complained
about the focus on quantification.
I have a bachelor’s in social work, a master’s in social work, and a PhD in social
work and not one of my professors ever graded a single solitary thing using a
rubric but now everything has to have these complicated rubrics… and why?
What does this enhance? You know when I ask a student to do something we then
talk about it. This is what I asked you to do, this is why, let me give you some
feedback and let’s talk about it. We have a conversation. And so now I have to
create an evaluation rubric for our accreditation that I do not use for the
assignment.
In addition to CSWE accreditation assessments, some universities have their own
regional accrediting bodies that ask for additional assessment in the “audit culture” prescribed by
managerialism (Davis, 2017). Some schools accept CSWE assessment measures for the wider
university report. Others do not. Natalie reports that her school “accepts what we do (for
CSWE)” for their own report. Stacy’s school does not, so faculty have to create syllabi that look
one way for CSWE and another way for their school’s regional accreditation process.
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Accountability demands increase committee work. When talking about assessment
demands, faculty’s elevated voices revealed frustration. Like many faculty, Stacy also described
the aforementioned challenge of conducting two different assessments.
Oh God! Yes. With CSWE we have increased requirements and they have
become really burdensome. We have an entirely new committee that is charged
with tracking the outcomes and running the survey we run and all that. And then
at the University level there is increased attention to what they need to do for
accreditation. And so in preparation for that we had a lot of requirements--we
were asked to re-do all of our syllabi to make it look right for their process just as
we were getting them all ready for or own CSWE process. That is taking a lot of
faculty time.
Melissa also reported that the pressure to do more assessment does not add value to her work.
The sheer amount of resources needed to respond to this demand adequately is
almost absurd. We had to pour so much staff time, faculty time and money into
just getting reaccredited. I think the latest changes to the EPAS were not
necessary and not as good as the changes to the one before that. I think it was just
tweaking around the edges and it made people do unnecessary work. And now
this mapping… all this stuff we are doing…
She noted that a colleague took early retirement, in part because of the pressures around
assessment.
I am sure this is one of the reasons my colleague is leaving, because there are
opportunities for us to go out and do other things. And it is one of those things
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that would drive me, if the right opportunity came along, to do that. They make
unnecessary work for people.
Assessment of Faculty
Classroom Observations
Assessment strategies also measure faculty performance. Faculty observe and evaluate
their peers in what is referred to as a “classroom observation,” but not often. Most pre-tenured
respondents report not being observed until the year they go up for tenure, unless they request it.
Mary mentioned that the only feedback she received was from “guest lecturers who have stayed
a bit and gotten a sense of how it went, and have shared their observations with me.”
Some schools now require peer evaluations as part of the tenure package. Tenured faculty
may volunteer to observe and evaluate a pre-tenured faculty member. Evelyn, a tenured faculty
suggested that this practice was problematic as some faculty felt that the evaluators’ extra time
and effort should be compensated. She took it upon herself to investigate the issue with a union
representative, “who said very clearly that if we are asked to do peer evaluations, that is a
workload issue and workload issues need to be negotiated within each individual unit, so it is not
just another form of service, it is in fact something that should result in compensation or release
time.” While Evelyn discussed this, she reflected on the broader context of having to do more
with less. She explained,
There is this narrative that if everyone does a little bit more work it won’t be a
burden for anyone and doesn’t merit additional work load. Which is okay for a
few things but then you keep adding a few things and a few more things it is not
okay…. I am pushing back on it and saying you know even if it is just one
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observation per year you have to be trained, you have to manage the logistics you
have to sit in someone’s class, you have to write a letter.
Ultimately, Evelyn feels that the “one bright spot” is that the “union has the power to push back,
and we have that representation.”
Increased Assessments of Tenured Faculty
Dan commented that his school has recently increased their review of tenured faculty
performance, or what he referred to as the “post-tenure review.” It consists of a review of
teaching as well as publications and service work. While he admits it’s a “good goal” to ensure
faculty are contributing, it seems to him just a “bureaucratic process,” because a designation of
“satisfactory” could apply to someone who is both “outstanding, publishing up the wazoo,
winning teaching awards and doing all this stuff in the community or just doing adequately.”
When probed for an explanation as to why there is increased scrutiny on tenured faculty, Dan
mentioned that schools want to make sure that faculty aren’t just “dead wood.” He pointed in
particular to external stakeholder pressures.
There are people in the state legislature that think we don’t do any work. Who
think that if you teach three courses a semester you only work nine hours a week.
And yet, the data is that full time professors work 60 -70 hours a week, sometimes
more. There is a lot of misunderstanding about what academic life is like. I don’t
think those post-tenure reviews are much use. Nobody really gets sanctioned or
rewarded. It’s not like we have merit increases. The first five years I was here we
had a pay cut.
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Student Evaluations
School of social work also use student evaluations to measure the faculty’s classroom
performance. Faculty report that student evaluations are now done online. For most schools,
there is a standard evaluation, and then a section where faculty can add their own questions,
which they report is most useful to them. According to Allison, the standard evaluation is
described as “limited” and simply a “reflection of whether or not the student liked the class.”
Sherry agreed with Allison, except that her university additionally ranks faculty by their scores,
and then makes the scores public further increasing competition and undermining community.
Sherry described this as,“very scary.. it’s awful, in fact.” Dan’s school uses the scores for merit
increases and teaching awards. He adds, this “is problematic for faculty teaching required
courses [that may be difficult for some students]…we do need them [evaluations], but I am not
sure the way we do them is effective.” He explains, “They are basically a popularity contest…. I
mean if someone is a really terrible teacher that should be called out. But sometimes faculty who
are more rigorous in their expectations or in their grading get punished by students, and it
happens anonymously.”
Mary truly values student feedback, but felt that neither the university or school’s student
evaluations (two separate surveys) captured valuable feedback or information, so she created her
own.
We have optional mid-term evaluation. I don’t like them. I think they are too
simplistic. So I made my own. I have been using my own for a few years, so I
have one I really like and that is useful for me. I have a two to four page
evaluation I do at mid term. And then we have a mandatory evaluation we use at
the end of the semester. One for the school and one for the university (big sigh).
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She is motivated to do the extra work to get the type of feedback she needs, but reports it is extra
work and burdensome for her and the students.
Conclusion
Schools of social work use assessment to provide evidence of performance and
compliance that support managerialist goals of accountability. In a market- driven culture,
universities face increased scrutiny by the public, accrediting bodies, government funding
sources, and by consumers (students) to produce outcomes that both justify costs and enhance
the school’s market position. In social work programs, faculty are engaging in self-studies for
both their own institutions and CSWE. Faculty do not agree with the process or means by which
CSWE evaluates program and student performance, and many describe it as ineffective. Faculty
are also individually assessed by their peers, through classroom evaluations, and by individual
students. Faculty generally value feedback but are critical of the method imposed by their
institutions.
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CHAPTER VIII: STANDARDIZATION
Standardization is the fourth component of managerialism and refers to the
homogenization of teaching and research to facilitate assessment, increase productivity, and
boost efficiency. Standardization of research results from productivity pressures to raise more
research funds from high impact sources such as NIH, to produce more scholarship in highly
ranked journals, and from efficiency strategies that pressure faulty to do all of the above with
minimal resources. Taken together, these pressures encourage faculty to narrow their research
focus, use preferred methods, and otherwise produce a certain kind of product to attract funding.
The strategy of relying on adjuncts necessitates uniformity across the curriculum so programs
can control teaching content and prepare courses for assessment.
Narrowing Research Topics and Methods
Dan explains that pressure for NIH funding has led to a “narrowing” of research topics to
accommodate requests for proposals leading to a standardization of research topics. Dan, who
has taught for several decades, reflected on changes over time. He said he noticed changes in
“recent years,” specifically that “research is more sophisticated and the focus and the research
questions are much narrower,” with “an emphasis on intervention research.” In his view,
research that is “of a theoretical nature, or a comparative nature, or historical or of a
conceptual/philosophical nature is not emphasized.” He believes that pre-tenured faculty are
receiving guidance from their doctoral programs to “frame their scholarship narrowly, which
leaves them ten miles deep and two inches wide,” meaning they are quite knowledgeable, but in
a limited area of research.
William has strikingly similar observations. Both William and Dan have been tenured
for many years at large R1 schools. Dan views junior faculty as being “heavily quantitative
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researchers, much less qualitative, extremely narrow in their research questions, obviously
advised to be so by their mentors, and in line with what gets funded, and I would say
increasingly disconnected from social work as a profession.” His school actively seeks this type
of scholar, viewing the research interests of job candidates as important indicators of future
fundraising capacity. William adds, “The definition for what a legitimate topic is today is very
much influenced by the research priorities and the guidelines of NIH, [which include] substance
abuse, mental health, health care broadly.” He uses the word “legitimate” to describe topics that
are aligned with federal funding priorities.
In addition to shifting tenure expectations, the overall mission statements of Christine’s
school includes language that reflects a priority for certain research topics. The desirable topics
include “health and anything else that can be funded by NIH.” She adds that her school has
“clearly identified initiatives in the strategic plan so that it would draw (NIH) funding.” The
consequence, compatible with managerialism, is that “nobody really wants to solve the problems
of the world as they relate to poverty. There just isn’t a lot of funding for poverty research.”
Several faculty specifically identified a mismatch between traditional social work topics and
methods (poverty, community based) and NIH funding priorities. Indeed, faculty try to adapt
their research topic and/or methodology to make it “fit” funding priorities, which promotes
standardization of research.
In a matter of fact tone of voice, Susan explained that she is actively trying to adjust her
research topic to secure federal dollars. Even though she has “zero interest” in cancer research,
she is “looking at cancer because there is money to look at cancer.” Julie, a Native American,
pre-tenured faculty, is struggling to meet publication demands. Pressed to make her research
“fit” to get funding, she declared in an emphatic and impassioned voice that, “faculty are
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absolutely changing their research to get funding.” Speaking of her work in the indigenous
community, Julie said that “it is very hard to get tenure being solely dedicated to indigenous
work,” because of the years required to develop the needed relationships. To increase her
productivity and efficiency, Julie adjusted her method, or as she put it, found “easier ways….
ways that are less controversial, less risky,” such as drawing on secondary data which leads to a
faster manuscript production. She was nearly shouting when she added, “but there is no risk!
Social work used to be the riskiest, edgiest discipline out there.” Making a clear link between
less risk and more standardized research, she asks, “and because of all this, how different are we
really from all the other social sciences now?” Here, Julie implies that these research mandates
are leading social work to move away from its unique identity and mission. Julie also mentioned
the importance of impact factor scores. Preference for publications in journals with a high impact
factor score increases prestige and visibility, which satisfies the managerialist demands for
efficiency (biggest bang for the buck), and standardization. Julie explains,
Depending on your institution (voice elevating to a shout) you have to produce
18-24 publications in journals with a minimum impact of .8! Do you realize how
many things you need to submit in a given year in order to reach that number over
the course of six years? I mean this is part of the reason that people get tenure and
never set foot outside their office is because they pull down secondary data and
start cranking! (My research is) a combination of secondary data research as I try
to build relationships (for community work) so I’m burning it at both ends. And
sometimes it feels like it is too much trouble to build the relationships, but this is
where social work research has always historically been and where I think we
have lost our bearings.
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Moving from her own struggle to the broader impact on social work’s identity, Julie states that
“we have lost our bearings,” or what herein is referred to as “mission drift.” And yet, she finds
herself attempting to meet the demands in order to accomplish her goals: “I am going to be
applying for some NIH funds related to some secondary data so I will be going through the R03
kiosk process. If I can get that it will be enough to get me to full professor.”
Some pre-tenured faculty actively resist the pressure to adjust their research. Gemma
sought employment at a school in part because it did not require NIH funding for tenure. She
believes NIH funding is the “gold standard” but accepted a job at her current school because they
assured her that although funding was expected to be “substantial,” it did not have to be from
NIH. This relieves her since she has “friends who interviewed at some schools that were told
you have to get an RO1 (NIH grant) in order to get tenure there.” She says when she was on the
job market she encountered “institutions that give you specific parameters on what types of
grants you are expected to get… you are then supposed to move with that expectation and shape
your questions to get the money.” She explained that she is staying at her current school because
she does not feel that pressure there. She was recently recruited by a top ten school, and went
through the interview, but declined to move forward in the process because it was clear there
would “a manipulation of my research question… I don’t want to be somewhere where I feel like
I have to move to the money instead of sticking with what I want to do.”
Melissa has also been able to stick to her community-based research agenda, but her
Dean is not “keen” on the type of funding she gets for it, because the grants are shorter in length
and “you don’t have the indirects.” She reported,“ I have been able to support myself and do the
type of research I want to do, but I haven’t gotten… let’s say… huge applause for it. Those who
are getting the big federal grants are the stars and the others are doing good, interesting work but
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they aren’t considered as good a researchers.” Along with prestige, tenured faculty who receive
large federal grants benefit from having more time to dedicate to research.
Standardization of Curriculum
Faculty report that instructors are given a uniform set of materials to use for instruction.
Gemma reports this is because “there are so many adjuncts they just don’t want the course taught
twenty different ways.” Allison struggles with teaching because English is her second language,
so she is grateful to have “reading materials, syllabus, and for online teaching, lectures that have
been prepared in advance.” Allison said she feel free to “tailor them for my own lecture.”
Gemma reports a different experience. As an adjunct at the school where she earned her
doctorate, she “got very minimal guidance in terms of what I teach and how.” She was able to
change the textbook and alter the syllabus with new assignments. In contrast, at her current
school, “I was given the materials and told we want these to be uniform syllabus across sections,
and they have a course coordinator who manages the syllabus and assignments, so there is not
much leeway.”
In addition to monitoring courses taught by adjuncts, uniformity facilitates assessment.
Materials to promote uniformity include syllabi, but also common assignments and rubrics.
Natalie expressed frustration over this: “the layers in which they ask you to do this are ridiculous
and allow for no creativity.” She wanted to change an assignment so that her class could work on
a local project with a large foundation. She asked herself, “so what do I do? Not take this great
opportunity for students to work with a local agency? Or stick with what we have done (in the
past) simply because it fits with the CSWE structure?” She went ahead with the new assignment
because as she put it, “this was a real learning opportunity.”
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To ensure the standardization of materials, a new role, called a “Course Coordinator” has
emerged. A tenure track faculty member sometimes fills this role. Melissa explains that in her
program, the role of the coordinator is “to pull together instructors of multiple sections to make
sure everyone is communicating and on the same page about what the intentions of the course
are, with a master syllabus and consistency across grading.”
In managerialism, standardization works together with productivity, accountability and
efficiency. The Course Coordinator ensures courses are uniform or standardized, which in turn,
reduces the time that would otherwise be necessary to assist, mentor and monitor adjunct faculty
(an efficiency strategy). In Gemma’s school, the administration attempted to get even more
“bang for the buck” by expanding the duties of the Course Coordinator to include hiring
adjuncts. However, faculty resisted because this work did not merit more pay, nor was it tied to
service work. She explained that “the Dean pushed back and it wasn’t until the faculty organized
around it and threatened to get the union involved that there was a change. It was really
interesting how much power we have as a faculty when we organize.”
Conclusion
Standardization emerges in a managerial environment to support productivity, efficiency
and accountability. The narrowing of research, or efforts to adjust or make one’s current research
“fit” the expectations of high powered grantors, such as NIH, is widespread. To support the
efficiency strategy of relying on adjuncts and the assessment demands of CSWE, schools of
social work homogenize some courses and deliver them according to a pre-determined set of
materials. A new managerial role, the Course Coordinator, is in charge of ensuring compliance in
teaching across sections.
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CHAPTER IX: FACULTY GOVERNANCE
Managerialism originated in the business world, where chief executive officers and other
managers set strategy and make decisions on behalf of workers. This approach differs from
governance in higher education, where faculty and administrators traditionally share decision
making (Brown, 2001). The literature suggests that managerialism champions individualism over
the collective, and competition over collaboration, which contrasts sharply with the spirit behind
faculty governance. Given the discontent associated with the rise of managerialism in schools of
social work expressed by faculty in this study, I chose to explore faculty involvement in
university governance.
Faculty Involvement
Faculty discussed governance in relation to unions, internal governing bodies, and
curriculum or search committees. Except for program level search and curriculum committees,
faculty reported low involvement in, and had little to say, about faculty governance. Sherry
indicated that “faculty are nominated to the senate, but I don’t really know what goes on there,”
and Abigail reports “People are not super engaged in this. The person who was doing it for a
long time left and it was like ‘great who is going to do this now?’ I am not personally involved. I
see emails sometimes.”
William, a tenured faculty, says his colleagues “strive to have the most minimal
responsibility, sitting on the fewest committees possible and having as few meetings as
possible.” As a result, faculty governance issues are “dumped into the lap of the Dean, who then
“consults with faculty, but mostly doesn’t.” He believes that this avoidance by senior faculty
“sets the context” for junior faculty, who then hesitate to become involved. When asked why
their involvement is so limited he said, “it’s a waste of time,” except for issues he deemed as
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“critical” such as serving on search committees. William adds, “everything else is left up to the
administration.” Sylvia also used the words “it’s a waste of time” to describe faculty
governance. She did not seem opposed to a larger governance role for administration.
Nobody wants to do it. Why do it? It’s a pain in the butt, really, like I complain
about our union all the time but have I stepped up? No. I don’t want to go to all
those meetings and be the one that people go to when they have a complaint. And
its not like we are a K-12 school where being the union rep means something to
people. Like nobody cares, they really don’t. We had one person who was doing it
and she sent out a lot of emails and nobody responded. It’s really a thankless job.
Despite a lack of interest, some faculty report that from what they “hear,” important
conversations happen at faculty senate meetings. According to Mary, “there have been some
significant budget cuts and some schools have not been handling it well. So there is a lot of
unrest, and a lot of campus wide conversations about budgetary issues.” Jackie adds that “people
have described vigorous, robust debates.”
Dan explains that his colleagues do not participate much in university level governance,
although they still have “considerable power” in program level decisions about curriculum,
implicit curriculum, promotion and tenure, and faculty hiring. Faculty have “less authority in
issues related to the overall direction of the school,” such as when the Dean decided to shift the
focus of their doctoral program to become more “evidence based.” That is, “there was never a
discussion by faculty about what that meant or the extent to which people bought into it. So
around some issues, decisions have been made unilaterally with very little faculty input. But
around other things in terms of the internal workings of the schools, faculty are pretty active.”
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Faculty who belong to a union appreciate them. At the same time, they hesitate to
become involved in union activities. Gemma believes faculty have either grown “complacent”
about the union, or come from places in the country where unions do not exist, and don’t know
how they work. She “grew up in a union family” and knows that in certain situations her union
could organize a strike on behalf of labor, and yet she says, “like, would I ever really do that?”
She is glad to be a part of a union, because it means “this isn’t a top down place… the Dean isn’t
always telling me what to do, you know, so it helps us.” As a pre-tenured faculty, Gemma
prefers to “sit back and observe more of this rather than participate, because I am trying to get
the lay of the land and cultural norms before I stick my neck out.” She explains that her school
is mainly “Dean driven” and that some contentious issues have arisen of late, especially around
the Course Coordinator position (see Standardization chapter), which was resolved after faculty
engaged the union. She concluded that “it was really interesting how much power we have as a
faculty when we organize.”
Gemma strongly believes that the union is critical to the protection of faculty. She said
“it’s surprising to me that social work faculty don’t appreciate them more…. because when the
Scott Walker stuff comes this way, they are going to be very thankful for the union.” (Scott
Walker was the governor of Wisconsin between 2011 and 2019, and introduced legislation to
weaken faculty tenure at state schools.) When asked why faculty are not more supportive of the
union, she said, “Listen, I have faculty who I really respect and I consider them friends, but they
say ‘well it’s (union protection) keeping the students [assistants] from working as many hours as
I want them to work and it makes my research suffer…I mean it’s scary and people could
potentially lose their job if there is an expectation for tenure that you can’t meet.” She explained
that she herself doesn’t have the grant money to hire doctoral students, so she relies on MSW and
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BSW students, who need more training and turn over more quickly. Despite this, she feels “there
are higher ideals we need to adhere to, and we should have systems and supports that meet those
ideals instead of making it harder on us.” Evelyn concurred that faculty at her school are
generally uninvolved. She feels this may be due to generational differences.
Gen Xers have a different perspective because they didn’t grow up with them
[unions], particularly if their parents worked in the private sector…. I am not sure
people have an appreciation for what kinds of things that can happen when there
isn’t a check and balance with administration and I don’t think people have an
understanding of that.
Conclusion
In a managerialist setting, the front line worker’s involvement in organizational decision
is limited because administrators make decisions. Faculty do not engage in university
governance and many see it as a “waste of time,” suggesting they believe decisions are made
regardless of their governance activities. They do engage in school level (social work program
level) governance, which includes curricular and personnel decision making. Few respondents
work in schools where union represent faculty; those that do view unions as critical to their job
security, even if they remain uninvolved.
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CHAPTER X: MISSION DRIFT
In the context of managerialism, core social work values such as social justice and the
importance of relationships and community are diminished; a trend herein referred to as “mission
drift.” Social work’s two fold mission includes alleviating human suffering and addressing the
structures that cause it (Miley et al., 2001). The profession has historically struggled to balance
these two parts of its mission, with one side outweighing the other depending on the sociopolitical forces of the time (Abramovitz, 1998). The evidence here suggests that market forces
(the main driver of managerialism) push social work research and practice towards
individualistic conceptualizations of health, mental health, and related interventions. While
research and practice in these areas addresses the symptoms of suffering (one aspect of social
work’s mission), the funding and other constraints imposed by managerialism limit social work’s
ability to confront the societal policies and structures that undermine well-being.
Research and Mission Drift
Although this study did not raise the question of mission drift, faculty raised it on their
own. Some faculty question how the focus on strengthening social work’s research reputation
impacts the social work profession. Allison says that in the last ten years faculty and
administrators “have spent a lot of time and energy making our profession stand out, and make
our research more scientific and on par with other disciplines such as nursing, and medicine, ”
but admits to feeling very “conflicted” about it. “I think it is important to improve our rigor, and
we are on par with those disciplines in terms of rigor in my opinion, but at the same time we are
losing ourselves if we just become another public health profession.” The phrase “losing
ourselves” suggests that health or mental health oriented scholarship does not necessarily include
a social work or social justice perspective.
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William added a related point when he said that social work schools often recruit nonsocial work faculty with research and fundraising acumen in their respective fields. This satisfies
managerialist pressures to raise money and enhance the school’s reputation. However, it dilutes
the pool of faculty who identify as social workers and understand the discipline. He reports,
“The role models being used are social science role models, heavily psychology, but also
sociology and in some cases political science. So I think we have one psychologist, one
criminologist, one from public health (on our faculty).” William worries that this effects his
school’s ability to prepare social work practitioners but more broadly, that it shapes the identity
of the social work profession.
So these are people who have very little understanding of the school in which they
teach and where we are engaged in supposedly preparing future practitioners and
researchers…. some of us (faculty) have had long term reservations that when you
hire PhD’s who do not have an MSW you have an individual who needs to
confront a steep learning curve when it comes to the school they are actually
teaching in, and the role social work plays in a broader context. …their research is
heavily rooted in their discipline and not in social work. So I don’t think it bodes
well for us, although we salute the flag of interdisciplinary work, but over time it
has had a negative effect on our ability to hold on to what this profession is about.
Dan described other ways that schools try to “enhance their research profile” such as by
training doctoral students to meet market demands for certain types of research. His school’s
PhD program has shifted its approach to teaching research, “so now the focus is almost entirely
on teaching students sophisticated research methodology and much less on theory, policy, history
of social welfare and so forth, as it used to be.” Linking this to the presence of managerialism but
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using different language, he added that “this is due to the corporatization of higher education,”
that is coming out of a “neoliberal paradigm.” This also suggests that going forward, even
faculty within the discipline will have less connection to social work’s unique history and
mission.
Evelyn’s voice is of particular value on this topic as she has the qualities most valued on
the academic market, including sophisticated research skills, health oriented research, and NIH
funding. Although proud of her accomplishments, she regrets that her research is not richly
endowed with social work values. In her view, “there is nothing to me that is uniquely social
work about [these studies], I mean I have seen studies related to inequalities and that are related
to life course things, but this can be done within epidemiology, public health, sociology.” She
feels that foundation-funded work, on the other hand, “is really looking at how to change social
environments and reimagine how we look at [her population of study] in society in a very
practical and theoretical level.” Like Allison, she suggests that although a social justice
approach isn’t necessarily in conflict with these studies, it is also is not sought out or valued by
them. It is unclear whether Evelyn tried to integrate this approach into her studies. However,
since her work involves multiple researchers from various fields, it may be challenging to align it
with a social justice orientation. As was reported in the Standardization Chapter, Evelyn also
feels that NIH funders are not sensitive to the realities of race, poverty and gender in their client
samples, pointing to a “terrible shortage of people of color” in their studies. Evelyn argues that
opportunities exist for social work researchers, such as herself, to change that system from
within. She hopes to be instrumental in that type of effort.
Productivity and efficiency pressures in research also contribute to mission drift. The
pressure to produce an ever greater number of articles in high impact journals has caused Julie to
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re-orient her research agenda to include secondary data, even though her focus has been on
qualitative, community oriented research. Although her passion is community work, she says “it
feels like too much trouble to build the relationships,” and laments that “this is where social
work research has historically been [in the community] and where I think we have lost our
bearings.”
Pushing Back
Although Evelyn, and other faculty may be aware of mission drift in social work, the
larger university shows little concern about this. Julie explains,
Universities don’t care about our research so long as you are meeting benchmarks
that positively impact their reputation. That’s the biggest challenge because the
university has its own view of what a scholar is and that doesn’t always fit with
social work. And I don’t think social work has pushed back adequately.
Jackie agrees with Julie about the need to “push back” to avoid mission drift, which she added
represents an ongoing struggle for social work since its inception. She maintains that social
workers have to “re-establish ourselves..it’s kind of like knocking on the door and saying, hey
remember us? We still fight for social justice and should get funded for it.” Julie acknowledges
that in the current managerialist environment, “just mentioning social justice can be jarring for
people…. I think people are generally more open to saying, okay lets help a person’s mental
health.” She says this has led social work to focus more on more politically acceptable health and
mental health interventions. Emotionally recalling the history of an internal critique of the
profession, Julie linked the book Unfaithful Angels: How Social Work Has Abandoned Its
Mission (Specht & Courtney, 1995) to the current managerialist climate in higher education.
They authors of this book claimed that social work was drifting from its mission to serve
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marginalized populations and address systemic causes of poverty. Julie asked these rhetorical
questions: Is social work losing its identity? I would ask, how much does being a part of the
university shape the answer to that question? And also how much does the emphasis for funding
change that? How much does social work differentiate itself from psychology, or from public
health? Julie talked at length about her frustration that social work no longer “embraces the
complexity “ in clients’ lives, and concludes, “Frankly, we don’t have the time. We don’t have
the time to sit down and think about big ideas anymore,” but rather [social work faculty] are
“driven by the tyranny of the urgent, so we don’t have the space to think the big thoughts in
conjunction with our communities anymore.”
Adjuncts and Mission Drift
Time constraints and the inability to provide mentoring for faculty may also contribute to
mission drift. Faculty report that the large numbers of adjuncts in their programs demand time
consuming personnel and administrative work, reducing the time needed to orient them to the
mission and goals of the program. Melissa, privy to administrative activities during her time as a
tenured faculty, pointed to the high cost associated with managing adjuncts. She regards the need
to “recruit, hire, orient and manage adjuncts,” as a “classic strain” that has had a “big impact on
HR (human resources).” Rebecca explained that adjuncts recently gained access to health
insurance at her school, but staff struggle to complete paperwork necessary to process their
benefits. If an adjunct doesn’t teach for a semester they lose health care, which is reinstated when
they begin teaching again. Rebecca explains that this means “they get bumped off and back
on…it’s just this constant re-processing of folks… we had to build a whole data base for this we
didn’t have before.” Melissa thinks that “everyone underestimates these costs,” and that this “is
one of the biggest issues in higher education.” Melissa explained that the sheer number of
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adjuncts and their physical dislocation from the school makes it difficult to provide meaningful
oversight and can lead to mission drift: “Our school went from 60% of sections being taught by
[full time] faculty to being less than 20% taught by [full-time] faculty between 2011 and 2012
due to reduced course loads and buyouts.” She reasoned,
When you have a large adjunct pool that isn’t situated in the school and not
necessarily attached to the school’s mission and values, there are specific types of
oversight that aren’t required and don’t happen. So when we say some things on
paper and then see how the adjuncts are executing that….well, there is a lot of
variation.
When probed for clarity on “variation,” Melissa explained that she is referring to the way
curriculum content is taught. She added that it is also a challenge to “insure that folks (adjuncts)
feel respected, integrated and knowledgeable,” which can be difficult for a group that is not more
physically present at the school.
Conclusion
Managerialism rewards work that responds to market forces and meets demands for
productivity, efficiency and accountability. As programs respond to these pressures, faculty
believe that social work is drifting from its mission. They argue that hiring researchers from
outside the profession dilutes social work’s unique knowledge base. Additionally, current
research and funding priorities do not value or necessitate a social justice orientation, or the
development of community relationships, leading faculty to ignore these approaches or to push
for their inclusion. The management of adjuncts professors presents challenges to the social work
mission, as full time faculty find it difficult to ensure that course content is delivered as the
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program intends. Finally, as is typical in a managerialist environment, faculty feel they have no
time to explore the “bigger questions” around structural injustice
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CHAPTER XI: DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
The purpose of this dissertation was to understand how tenure track social work faculty in
graduate programs experience managerialism in the context of teaching, scholarship and service,
and the impact on social work education. Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis guided the
research, which included 19 semi-structured interviews with faculty from 12 different public
institutions across the US. All but two schools had the Carnegie rank of Research 1 (very high
research activity) and they varied widely in size from 40 students to 2500. Managerialism in
social work programs manifests in activities that promote productivity, efficiency, accountability
and standardization.
The results of this study show that in social work programs, a new work model is
emerging that reorganizes the traditional pillars of teaching, service, and scholarship based on
priorities defined and enforced by managerialism. In accordance with Neo-Taylorism, work is
divided according to a worker’s skill set, which for tenure track faculty is primarily research.
Schools assign most teaching to contingent faculty, including adjuncts and contracted clinical
faculty. Service required for CSWE accreditation remains under the faculty’s purview, while
administrators control most administrative and governance duties; granting them power over
organizational decision making.
Teaching: De-emphasized and Outsourced
To maximize efficiency and cut costs, schools generally now incorporate a range of
strategies including replacing retiring tenured faculty with contingent faculty, and increasing
workloads for full-time faculty (Shaker & Plater, 2016). Like other disciplines, social work
programs have increased the use of contingent faculty. As of 2018, adjunct faculty make up
nearly two-thirds of the higher education teaching workforce (National Center on Education
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Statistics, 2019). In social work, according to the latest CSWE data, adjunct faculty make up
only 30% of the workforce (CSWE, 2015). But it is likely to increase. As William’s program
grows, his sense is “that many of the new faculty who will teach in those programs will be
adjuncts,” whereas some programs, including Susan’s, made a rapid shift to adjuncts years ago:
“Our school went from 60% of sections being taught by full time faculty to being less than 20%
taught by full time faculty between 2011 and 2012 due to reduced course loads and increased
buyouts.” Mary reports that at her school it is not unusual to “have five sections and only one
taught by a tenure track faculty member.”
The increase in reliance on adjuncts aligns with what is happening in other disciplines,
with one significant difference. Because CSWE requires graduate programs to maintain a 1:12
faculty to student ratio, social work programs are able to hire more adjuncts than other programs,
which keeps class sizes from growing too large. As Sheila explains, “our class sizes got a little
larger but they can’t get too large because CSWE has that mandate now. Which is actually
beneficial.” Julie noticed that though her university is under a hiring freeze, her Dean has used
the CSWE faculty to student ratio requirement “to ensure we get the faculty we need.” Mary’s
school was able to replace full time faculty that retired with new full time faculty, whereas “other
departments can’t even fathom doing that.” This finding provides evidence that this CSWE
requirement serves as a defense against managerial pressures for larger classes, but does not
always protect against the greater, more efficient use of adjuncts.
With one exception, and in contrast to the literature, faculty did not report an increase in
teaching workload. On the contrary, tenure track faculty report teaching less, and sometimes
with buyouts, hardly at all, in the service of responding to pressure for more research. Dan
remarked that since the 1980’s, the “teaching load is smaller but the demands on faculty to
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produce research are much greater.” Under managerialism, schools prioritize research to create
profit and prestige. To support this strategy, they reduce teaching and service responsibilities for
pre-tenured faculty, and encourage tenured faculty to buy out courses with grant money. This
shift is apparent in 10 of the R1 schools interviewed, but notably not in the two R2 schools in
this study, suggesting that the pattern reflect the priorities of schools with high research
expectations.
The use of adjuncts and the preserving of pre-tenured faculty’s time for research aligns
with Neo-Taylorism’s “division of work,” which favors separating tasks according to specialty
(Wright & Greenwood, 2017). Furthermore, it is cost effective (efficient) to maximize the
likelihood that pre-tenured faculty reach tenured status, especially in a climate where tenure
expectations have increased and research can bring in large grants. It is more difficult to obtain
tenure in any discipline (Schrecker, 2010; Zusman, 2005), and social work programs have added
significant supports for their junior faculty to address this. Dan explained the financial
consequences if they are not successful, “They [pre-tenured faculty] are here for seven years, so
the university [will have] invested at least half a million dollars or more in a faculty member who
is not panning out,” therefore, “where the bar is higher to get tenure in terms of research and
scholarship there is a lot more assistance in getting over the bar.”
Accountability in the form of performance measures is a mainstay of managerialism, as is
an emphasis on “excellence” (Giroux, 2006). Faculty are evaluated by students at least once per
semester. Although teaching evaluations continue to be part of the tenure package, it is clear that
schools are beginning to use these surveys to market themselves with “data” and use it to
quantify decisions about faculty rewards, such as teaching awards or raises. The literature
review indicated that some schools make these evaluations available to the public (Vasey &
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Caroll, 2016) Sherry, confirmed this is happening at her school, saying that she found it,“ very
scary... it’s awful, in fact.” Dan added that his university uses evaluations for merit increases and
teaching awards. He continued that this is “problematic” for faculty teaching required (and more
difficult) courses, because “sometimes faculty who are more rigorous in their grading get
punished by students.”
The Council on Social Work Education’s requirements for accreditation represents
another example of the quantification of work outcomes; one that ironically seems to reduce the
resources needed to actually maintain program quality. Both Melissa and William reported that
the constant “documenting, collecting and assessing data around program improvements” takes
away from the time needed to actually improve the curriculum. The frenzy around assessment
fails to match the actual supports provided to faculty to improve teaching. This suggest that
reporting the data may be the real goal, rather than actually improving quality. Most of the
faculty reported getting too little preparation, training, or (meaningful) feedback on teaching. At
the same time faculty reported an increase in university wide teaching supports, often in the form
of entire centers dedicated to “teaching excellence,” however not one faculty in this study
reported having used them due to lack of time, or the belief that they should use their time in
pursuit of research goals and not to improve teaching.
Service: Less is More
There are no known studies that examine the impact of managerialism on the service role
of social work faculty. Historically, faculty moved in and out of administrative functions
regularly, but managerialism demands larger, more executive and centralized administrations,
which reduce the need for faculty input (Brown, 2016). Aligned with this shift, tenure track
faculty in this study are not engaged in much service. Pre-tenured faculty do little to none, while
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tenure-track faculty do some, which mainly includes serving on school wide curriculum or
search committees.
In a nod to efficiency, the need for administrations to maintain executive control over
decisions conveniently frees up faculty time for research, which means less time for service.
Abigail explains that to support the emphasis on research amidst rising productivity expectations,
“there is a culture of protecting junior faculty from service.” Faculty echoed this experience
across the sample, including Allison, who said, “I had a very generous opportunity to be free
from service for the first three years.” Seven of the 19 faculty in this study used the word
“protect,” suggesting that service is somewhat dreaded and something to be protected from.
Service is defined as a variety of activities including community service, student
advising, sitting on college wide committees, internal program work of maintaining
accreditation, running search committees, and faculty governance. Since pre-tenured faculty do
little of this work, mostly tenured respondents spoke to this point, with a focus on
accreditation committee work. No one raised the subject of faculty governance on their own,
however when probed, respondents characterized it as a “waste of time,”(William) or “a pain in
the butt” (Sylvia). William said, “why bother when everything is left up the administration. ”
These responses suggest that social work faculty are experiencing a hallmark of managerialism:
a top-down administrative structure that is contrary to the traditional shared governance model of
administration in higher education (Gerber, 2014). In this model, top executives make most of
the decisions regarding recruitment, enrollment, retention, admissions, tuition, salary, facilities,
strategic planning, and more. Managerialism favors minimizing faculty role in these areas to the
extent that faculty governing boards have conversations that lack “meaning” and essentially
serve to “rubber stamp” the administration’s fiscal agenda (Brown, 2016, p.3).
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Professional autonomy in the form of academic freedom and shared governance is
naturally contraindicated by the managerialist paradigm, where data driven decisions reduce
faculty discretion and universities do not encourage active faculty participation in governance
(Gerber, 2014; Giroux et al., 2015). Reducing faculty role in administrative work both undercuts
professional autonomy and conforms with the neo-Taylorist tactic of de-skilling, especially when
administrators make research and curriculum decisions traditionally made by faculty. And yet,
most respondents agree that within their schools of social work, faculty still have a strong voice
when it comes to curriculum.
Four faculty respondents work in unionized institutions. They expressed appreciation
for them, but admitted they don’t engage, or even follow their union’s activities. Evelyn, as an
exception, reached out to her union representative to ask if being asked to do more peer
classroom evaluations warranted compensation, and was told yes, which changed the outcome
for faculty in her program and suggest that more involvement may be a useful defense against
managerial pressures.
Notably, all seven of the faculty who used the word “protect” to describe reduced service
expectations for pre-tenured faculty are White. Faculty of color reported a different experience.
Both Jackie and Susan report that they have substantial service responsibilities, related to
advising and mentoring students of color and serving on committees that address issues diversity
and inclusion. Susan, a biracial faculty, explained that “supposedly 20% of my time is service
but I feel like I do a lot more service than any human being should, so I am trying to figure out
how to taper that down.” Confirming existing literature (Baines et al., 2012; Davies & Thomas,
2002), this finding suggests that managerialism places an extra burden on women of color to
sustain levels of care with limited resources (Osei-Kofi, 2012; Moule, 2005). Faculty of color
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said they value this work tremendously, and are therefore willing to adapt to the increase in
workload, even though it creates a threat to their research productivity. Susan’s comment that “I
have come to the realization that the impact I have working with these individuals will probably
mean more to the greater society with regards to impact on the world than most of my research,”
which illustrates this willingness to take on more work in the service of students. It is unclear if
this finding applies to men of color, as there were none in the sample.
Research: Prioritized and Standardized
The respondents in this study confirm literature reporting that managerialism values and
rewards high quality research over high quality teaching (Davies & Thomas, 2002). Moreover,
certain types of research, such as federal grants, especially from the NIH, are valued over others.
Social work schools encourage if not press faculty to seek NIH funding to elevate their research
profile (Holleran & Sanna, 2005; Raveis et al., 2009). While only one respondent, Evelyn,
reported having received a NIH grant, all faculty understand that this funding is highly rewarded;
referring to it as “the golden ticket,” (Abigail) and a “slam dunk for tenure” (Rebecca). Not all
faculty think this is the best option for social work.
Faculty respond to this pressure in different ways. Some alter their research questions to
align with the research priorities of NIH and topics related to health and mental health
interventions. This includes Susan, who despite having “zero interest” in cancer is “looking at
cancer, because there is money to look at cancer.” Others decide to seek positions with less
pressure. Gemma, Susan, Rebecca, and Christine all strategically looked for jobs in institutions
that would not pressure them to alter their research or demand an unreasonable workload. As
Susan put it, “I wanted to be productive but also be home for dinner.” Gemma reported that she
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chose a job specifically because she did not want to be at a place that required her to “shape her
research questions and move to the money.”
When faculty do re-shape their research to attract funding, there is a sense that it
supersedes scholarship that advances the social work values of relationship, community, and
social justice, particularly for marginalized populations. To secure funding, to publish, and to be
tenured, Julie has decreased her community work in favor of using secondary data, which she
values less. Susan adds that the “big dollar” research that is “market driven… degrades the
possibility of what we could do as researchers and of how we could expand beyond a white
privileged lens…but there is not a lot of funding for that.”
While the pre-tenured faculty grapple with how to respond to this pressure, they observe
newer faculty (candidates on the job market in 2018 and 2019) that have research records that far
surpassed their own early scholarship. To address market demand, some social work scholars
now call for doctoral level training to prepare students for methodologically sophisticated
research to meet the demand for the creation and evaluation of evidence-based interventions
(Fong, 2014; Howard & Garland, 2015; Maynard et al., 2012). Indeed, PhD programs appear to
be doing exactly that in hopes of graduating employable students. Faculty respondents observe a
marked increase in research productivity among job candidates in recent years.
This shift may not be happening fast enough for some programs, as some have opted to
hire multidisciplinary faculty to increase their research profile, including faculty lacking a social
work background. Dan and William see this as a threat to the values and mission of the
profession.
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Limitations
This study is limited by the narrow characteristics of the sample. Despite attempts to
recruit faculty of color from various groups, only one faculty identified as Black, and none as
Latinx. All but two faculty were from institutions with the Carnegie ranking of Research 1.
Faculty in teaching colleges or schools with less pressure to produce research may experience
managerialism differently. The study included only one pre-tenured faculty who identified as
male, suggesting that these results mostly reflect the experiences of women. There were
substantially more schools in the Midwest (6) represented than in the Southwest (2), South (2),
East (1) and West (1), despite recruitment efforts to even out the representation geographically. It
is unclear why this occurred or what impact it may have on the study, but should be noted.
The recruitment strategy may have encouraged bias among the sample, which included a
letter inviting faculty to discuss “recent changes in higher education” (Appendix A). This may
have attracted faculty who felt changes more acutely than others, and those who wanted to talk
about, or in some cases vent their frustration with the changes. The sample likely did not include
faculty who were too busy to participate, even if they wanted to, leaving out people who may be
the most impacted by managerial pressures. Finally, despite using methods to reduce bias, my
own status as a full-time faculty member and experiences with managerialism may have altered
my perception and interpretation of the results.
Implications For Social Work Education
This research provides evidence that managerialism has re-organized and altered
teaching, service, and scholarship for tenure track faculty; contributing to mission drift. In
response to productivity and efficiency pressures, full-time faculty teach less, diminishing their
ability to prepare students for the profession. The majority of respondents are from Research 1
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institutions where pressure to secure funding from sources that will bring the most financial
benefit and prestige to their schools is very high. Consequently, some faculty alter their research
agendas to fit these pressures, which means choosing topics that are related to health, or mental
health instead of topics related to poverty, racism, and inequality. For some faculty, pressures to
produce more publications creates preference for doing quantitative studies with secondary data,
because it takes less time than qualitative studies; especially those that require long-term efforts
to develop relationships in communities.
Service activities, which may offer faculty the opportunity to formally resist these trends,
are devalued as larger, centralized administrations take on more decision-making power. Faculty
of color experience more burdens under managerialism, as their service on behalf of activities
that promote diversity and inclusion, and the direct mentoring of students, consumes time and
threatens their ability to meet rising demands for publications and research.
Faculty indicated that they are aware of and uncomfortable with these trends and express
regret at having to alter their research in an effort to secure tenure. Others are strategically
choosing positions in schools where they can do the work that is important to them, which might
mean teaching more, adhering to their research agenda, or finding a comfortable work-life
balance. Still, others find ways to cooperate without much discomfort.
Social work programs are currently experiencing unprecedented challenges from
seemingly opposing forces. More research is needed to examine the impact of managerialism on
social work faculty and social work education. As issues of poverty, racism, and inequality
reach a boiling point in society, managerialism in higher education discourages social work
educators from confronting these issues, with major implications for the integrity of the
profession, future social work practitioners, and the clients they serve. Future studies should
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explore the impact of managerialism on different populations of faculty, faculty at smaller
“teaching” colleges, private institutions, adjuncts, clinical faculty, and faculty of color. Finally,
researchers should examine the current state of faculty governance and the role of unions as
potential pathways for resistance against managerialist policies that threaten the ability of faculty
to adhere to and transmit the mission and values of social work. Ultimately, social work faculty
should make decisions about teaching and research in social work programs, not a university
administration, the market, or government. Resisting managerialism may put faculty’s careers in
jeopardy, and yet without such action, the social work profession may, as Julie warned, “lose our
bearings.”
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APPENDIX A: EMAIL INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY
Dear Social Work Faculty Members,
I am a doctoral candidate in the Social Welfare Program at The CUNY Graduate Center/Hunter
College in New York City. I am also a full time faculty member in a social work program at
another institution. I am conducting a research study examining how social work faculty
experience teaching, scholarship and service in the context of policies currently shaping higher
education. Few scholars have studied how shifts in higher education have impacted social work
faculty and social work education. I am hoping that you might be willing to be interviewed for
this study.
I am seeking to conduct interviews with pre-tenure faculty teaching full time in public MSW
programs. The 60 to 90 minute interview may be by phone or face to face, if you prefer, and are
in the NYC area.
This research is under the supervision of my dissertation chair, Dr. Mimi Abramovitz and has
been approved by the University Integrated Institutional Review Board at City University of
New York (Protocol # 2018-1101).
In addition to participating in an interview or even if you cannot, kindly consider forwarding
this e-mail to other social work faculty (full time, pre-tenure in public graduate schools) who
may be interested.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me via e-mail or phone. Please see
additional contact information below my signature line.
Kind Regards,
Carolyn Hanesworth, MSW
Principal Investigator: Carolyn Hanesworth, chanesworth@gradcenter.cuny.edu , phone: 512-395-7727
Faculty Advisor: Dr. Mimi Abramovitz, iabramov@hunter.cuny.edu, phone: 212-396-7535
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or concerns that you would
like to discuss with someone other than the researchers, please call the CUNY Research Compliance Administrator
at 646-664-8918 or emailHRPP@cuny.edu. Alternately, you can write to:
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research
Attn: Research Compliance Administrator
205 East 42nd Street
New York, NY 10017
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APPENDIX B: CONSENT FORM
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
The Graduate Center/Hunter College
Social Welfare

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
Title of Research Study:

The Experiences of Pre-Tenure Social Work Faculty In Higher
Education

Principal Investigator: Carolyn Hanesworth, MSW
Doctoral Candidate, Social Welfare
The Graduate Center/Hunter College, City University of New York
Faculty Advisor:

Mimi Abramovitz, DSW
Professor of Social Work
Silberman School of Social Work, Hunter College, City University of
New York

Purpose:
This study explores how faculty experience teaching, service and scholarship in the context of policies
currently shaping higher education. The results will provide knowledge about the impact of the
environment on the delivery of social work education, students, and the profession.
You are being asked to participate in a research study because you are a full time, pre-tenure faculty
member in a public, graduate school of social work.
Procedures:
If you volunteer to participate in this research study, you will be asked you to do the following:
•
•

•

Participate in a single 60-90 minute long interview, either in person in a private setting or by
phone, whichever is most convenient to you.
You will be asked questions related to your role as a faculty member. I will ask you questions
about your experience with teaching, service and scholarship, with focus on the areas of
assessment, curriculum, tenure, workload, and research. I will also collect demographic
information.
If the researcher needs further clarification related to the interview questions, you may be
contacted one time following the initial interview for a brief (no more than 15 minute) call.

Audio Recording:
To ensure the accuracy of findings, interviews will be audio recorded for later transcription and review by
the researcher. You can review, edit, or request that your audio recording is erased anytime following the
interview by contacting the researcher at the phone number or email provided below.
You can still participate in this study if you do not consent to audio recording.
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Time Commitment:
Your participation in this research study is expected to last for a total of 60-90 minutes for the initial
interview, and 15 minutes for a follow up interview, if necessary.
Potential Risks or Discomforts:
Some participants may feel uncomfortable disclosing negative information about their employer
institution. You may refuse to answer any questions that you do not want to answer and still remain in
the study.
There is a potential for breach in confidentiality, which will be minimized (see Confidentiality section).
Potential Benefits:
•
•

You will not directly benefit from your participation in this research study
Your participation may provide insight into how social work education is delivered, which may
benefit social work education, social work students, the profession, and the populations served by
it.

Payment for Participation:
You will not receive any payment for participating in this research study.
Confidentiality:
I will make my best effort to maintain confidentiality of information that is collected during this research
study, and that can identify you. Your name or that of your school will not be used in the study. No
information will be disclosed without first securing your permission or as required by law.
I will protect your confidentiality by using a number instead of your name in all interview records. Your
institution will not be identified in the data. Audio files and documents will be stored in encrypted and
password protected computer files. After audio files are transcribed, they will be deleted. The researcher
and the faculty advisor will be the only person with access to these files. Consent forms and a copy of all
final data will be stored for three years after the study is completed. After three years, all data will be
destroyed.
I would like to use some direct quotes from participants in the final write up of the study. A pseudonym
will be used in place of your name, and no institutional names will be used. You can still participate in
this study if you do not allow me to use direct quotes. Please indicate at the end of this form if you agree
to this.
The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of research
may have access to research data and records in order to monitor the research. Research records provided
to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain identifiable information about you. Publications
and/or presentations that result from this study will not identify you by name.
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Participants’ Rights:
•

Your participation in this research study is entirely voluntary. If you decide not to participate,
there will be no penalty to you, and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled.

•

You can decide to withdraw your consent and stop participating in the research at any time,
without any penalty. If you decide to withdraw, your data will be permanently deleted from the
records.

•

Your participation or non-participation in this study will in no way affect your employment.

Questions, Comments or Concerns:
If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can contact:
Carolyn Hanesworth, Principal Investigator
chanesworth@gradcenter.cuny.edu
ph: 512-395-7727

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or you have comments or concerns that
you would like to discuss with someone other than the researcher, please call the CUNY Research
Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or email HRPP@cuny.edu. Alternately, you can write to:
CUNY Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research, Attn: Research Compliance Administrator
205 East 42nd Street
New York, NY 10017
Signature of Participant:
If you agree to be audiotaped please indicate this below.
_________ I agree to be audiotaped
_________I do NOT agree to be audiotaped
If you agree to the use of de-identified direct quotes from your interview in the study write up and future
publications, please indicate below.
_________ I consent to the use of direct quotes
_________I do NOT consent to the use of direct quotes
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign and date below. You will be given a copy of
this consent form to keep.
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_____________________________________________________
Printed Name of Participant

_____________________________________________________
Signature of Participant
Date
Signature of Individual Obtaining Consent

_____________________________________________________
Printed Name of Individual Obtaining Consent

_____________________________________________________
Signature of Individual Obtaining Consent
Date
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APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Interview Questions
I am interested in your experience with teaching, service and scholarship in the current higher
education environment.
First, I would like a little information about you.
1. How do you identify your race?
2. How do you identify your gender?
1. How long have you been teaching?
In general
At your current institution
Elsewhere?
2. What is your current title/rank?
When will you be applying for tenure?
_________
Thank you for this information.
Now, I would like to talk about your experience as social work faculty member
1. Can you tell me about the school you work for?
size (# of full time faculty, # of students)
structure of social work program within broader university context (is it its own school or one
program among many in a school?)
program characteristics (niche area/special area of focus)
2. Can you tell me, in general what it has been like working here?
3. Has social work education changed since you started as a faculty member?
In what ways?
How have these changes been for you?
(What is your understanding of the source of these changes )
4. Today’s social work faculty face various challenges
What challenges do you face?
As a teacher? (student issues, resources, technology, time) Please give an example
As a researcher?
As a member of the school’s community?
How do you respond to these challenges?
How do the challenge line up with your teaching and professional goals and values?
Can you share a specific example of challenges you have faced?
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5. It is well known the “junior” faculty face many expectations on the way to tenure. Can you tell
me what kind of expectation you face?
How does this work here?
Have these expectations been increasing, decreasing, or stayed the same since you began?
In what areas? (service, research, committee work, publication pressures, securing grants,
assessment of your work, student evaluation other)
What do you think about these expectations?
easy to meet,? Hard to meet ?
administrative supports?, research supports” funding support?
How do you respond to this expectation?
How do other faculty respond?
6. There is a lot of discussion today about faculty and schools (not to mention student and clients)
having to do “more with less.”
Is this true at your school
If yes, how does this manifest itself ?(probe for workload, class size, administrative support, other
resources.
How have you responded to this?
How have other faculty responded to it?
Can you give a specific example?
7. End with: Is there anything else you would like to share with me?
___________
If these aren’t already covered, probe in these areas:
_______
Let’s move to the topic of research.
How would you describe your experience as a researcher in the past # years?
What are the expectations around scholarship at your institution?
What types of supports do you have?
Service is main feature of university life
Is this true at your school?
What are the expectations for service?
What activities do you do that are considered service?
Tell me about your experiences with service?
Next. I would like to ask about governance.
What role do faculty play in school/ university governance?
Do you have a role? Why or why not?
Are faculty generally active in governance?
If so, in what ways?
If not, why not?
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Another trend is toward more evaluation and assessment of faculty
Is this true at your school?
If so how does it manifest itself (role of student evaluation, publication requirements, curriculum
assessment, outcome measures)
What has your experience with assessment been?
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